A "dialogue" between a plebeian and a patrician: William Manning and Thomas Jefferson. by Chow, Kwong Yuen. & Chinese University of Hong Kong Graduate School. Division of History.
A "Dialogue" between a Plebeian and a Patrician 一 William Manning 
and Thomas Jefferson 
CHOW Kwong Yuen 
A Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the 
Degree of 
Master of Philosophy 
In 
History 
• The Chinese University of Hong Kong 
June 2001 
The Chinese University of Hong Kong holds the copyright of this thesis. Any 
person(s) intending to use a part or whole of the materials in the thesis in a proposed 
publication must seek copyright release from the Dean of the Graduate School. 
f / 統 系 慰 
| g ( 1 3 APR m 1 
^ UrWL^ llV ‘ 一 . f J 







這篇論文以一位十八世紀麻薩諸塞州農民威廉 .曼寧（ 1 7 4 7 - 1 8 1 4 )及著 









佛遞二人的生平 I 第二部份 ]、成長地點 I 第三部份〕、二人對聯邦主義者政 
策的回應 I 第四部份 j 及二人的思想〔第五部份〕，指出在此段時期美國社會 
内部的矛盾與一致 °曼寧的著作反映了當時社會的不公平現象，導致了社會矛 
盾。同時，曼寧及傑佛避的著作亦反映了美國革命的理想乃社會一致性的基礎。 






Abstract of thesis entitled: 
A “Dialogue，，between a Plebeian and a Patrician 一 William Manning and Thomas 
Jefferson 
Submitted by Chow Kwong Yuen for the degree of Master of Philosophy in 
History at The Chinese University of Hong Kong in June 2001. 
This thesis examines the ideas of William Manning (1747-1814) , an cighleenth-ccnlury 
Massachusetts farmer, and Thomas JclTcrson (1743-1826) , a great statesman Irom Virginia. 
It compares and contrasts how these two contemporaries from dilTerenl backgrounds 
perceived the newly founded United Stales. Such a comparison allows the construction ol a 
more complete picture ol" the history of the Founding Period and suggests a more complex 
understanding ol" the shaping of American national identity. 
The experiences and perspectives of the plebeians, the majority of almost any society, 
rarely appear directly in the historical record. This thesis opens by revealing that our 
understanding on the history ol" the United Stales has been mainly based on the sources 
wrillen by those social elite. The writings of William Manning are ihcrclorc imporlanl lor 
they oiler a precious plebeian perspective in examining the history o i the Founding Period. 
The ideas of JclTcrson are examined to compare with those of Manning lo see what the 
dillcrcnces and similarities were between the v iews of a patrician and a plebeian. By 
comparing the lives of Manning and JclTcrson (Pari II), ilic places where they lived which 
helped shape their minds (Part III), the responses they made lo the Federalists，policies (Part 
IV) and finally their own ideas (Part V)，we can see the conflicts and consensus within the 
American socicty during the period. The social inequality rcllcclcd Irom Manning's writings 
shows the conllicts between the upper and lower orders. At the same lime, the writings ol. 
Manning and Jdlcrson reveal that Ihc ideals of the American Revolution laid down the 
foundation ol" consensus. Throughout the Founding Period, the plebeians, as shown in the 
case of Manning, had absorbed and enriched the ideals voiced by members ol" the elite, like 
Jdlcrson, since 1776. These ideals become the bedrock ol" American identity. 
The sources I have consulted arc Manning's and Jd lcrson ' s writings. By a d o s e 
reading ol" Ihcir own works, I hope my inlcrprclalion can shed some new light on the 
understanding of intellectual interaction between the plebeian and ihe patrician worlds ol ihc 
cighlccnlh-ccntury United Stales. 
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I. Prologue - The Elitist Consensus 
History repeats itself. When George W. Bush, after five weeks of vote-recounting 
and court appeals, finally, though barely, defeated his opponent Albert Gore and won 
the 2000 presidential election, what appeared in Bush's mind must have been the 
famous 1800 campaign. In that earlier election, Thomas Jefferson of the Republican 
party edged John Adams of the Federalist party out by seventy-three electoral votes to 
sixty-five, and gained the final victory over Aaron Burr, another Republican candidate 
who tied with Jefferson on the electoral votes, in the election of the House of 
Representatives. Such a fierce contest can only lead to a deep wound to a nation due to 
the divided opinions. A new authority urgently needs a consensus atmosphere to 
facilitate its rule. Bush, therefore, cited the 1800 campaign and quoted Jefferson's 
words as evidence to support his optimism about the possibility of rebuilding the 
common ground for the whole nation after a great dispute.' 
"The steady character of our countrymen is a rock to which we may safely 
moor; ... Unequivocal in principle, reasonable in manner, we shall be able 1 hope to do 
a great deal of good to the cause of freedom & harmony." These are Jefferson's words 
quoted by Bush in his first remarks after his victory. To invoke the consensus of the 
whole nation became the main theme of this speech. "We've had spirited 
disagreements. And in the end, we found constructive consensus." Bush said he would 
"be guided by President Jefferson's sense of purpose, to stand for principle, to be 
reasonable in manner, and above all, to do great good for the cause of freedom and 
harmony."- Bush knows America well. American consensus has been built on 
"principle" more than on anything else. In his Inaugural Address, Bush made this clear: 
‘ G e o r g e W. Bush, Remarks on Presidential Campaign of 2()()(), 13'" December 2000, CNN/Al lPol i t i cs .com - Election 2000 
Achieve, h t tp : / /www.cnn.eom/ELHCT10N/2000/ t ranscr ip ts /121300/bush .h lml . 
2 Ibid. The quotation of J e f f e r son ' s words is f rom a letter, T h o m a s Jef ferson lo Elbridge Gerry, 29 March , 1801, in Merrill D. 
Petterson, ed.，Thomas Jefferson: Writings (New York: Literary Classics of the United Slates, Inc., 1984), p. 1090. 
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"America has never been united by blood or birth or soil. We are bound by ideals that 
move us beyond our backgrounds, lift us above our interests, and teach us what it 
means to be citizens.”） 
The "ideals" mentioned by Bush in fact originated in the American Revolution 
and established the foundation of national identity of the United States. In 1776, when 
those social elites, the so-called Founding Fathers, agitated for breaking the ties with 
their mother country, England, they tried to justify their actions and gain support from 
the masses by appealing to noble ideals. The concepts of "freedom," "rights," 
"liberty," "independence," "republic," through the exertions of the social elites, 
became the shared languages of the whole society after the Revolution. They also laid 
down the foundation of American nationalism. Yet, the road to creating such an 
identity was never smooth. The language used may have been the same, but the real 
meanings behind them differed according to those initiators. 
Thomas Jefferson is special among the Founding Fathers. He admired George 
Washington, but the latter tended to agree more with Alexander Hamilton's national 
vision than Jefferson's assertion of limited authority. He worked with Hamilton, but he 
suspected monarchic intrigue behind Hamilton's economic policies. He had been a 
close friend of John Adams, but he could not accept Adams' Federalist politics. He 
cooperated with James Madison in founding the Republican party, but the latter could 
not share Jefferson's romantic revolutionary character. If we say that American 
national identity was forged by these Founding Fathers, we must also be aware that 
there were quarrels that disturbed the outward consensus. 
The Republican movement led by Jefferson at the end of the eighteenth century 
was an important event in American history. It emerged at a time when the Federalists 
‘ George W. Bush, Inaugural Address of 2001, PBS Online — inauguration 2001’ 
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/inauguration/speech.html. ’ 
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had established elitist rule and centralized authority as a norm for the United States. 
The Republicans challenged the norm. Jefferson became a hero who championed real 
democracy, a political philosophy that upheld the inalienable rights of all people. The 
term "Jeffersonians" stands for those who embrace Jefferson's belief that all men are 
equal and their happiness can only be fully implemented through participation in the 
public realm. Jefferson's presidency, beginning in 1800, has therefore been regarded 
as a new age in American history, an age which reasserted the ideals of the American 
Revolution, an age in which the rights of the masses were assured. 
The defeat of Adams' Federalist party by Jefferson's Republican party in the 
1800 presidential election was the first partisan election in the history of the United 
States. It was an election marked by conflicts among the social elites. Yet, Jefferson 
rebuilt the national consensus by reaffirming the republican ideals of the 1776 
Revolution. He believed that the difference between the Federalists and the 
Republicans was only a difference of "opinion," not of "principle.""^ Bush echoed a 
similar notion of fundamental American consensus in 2000 when he stressed, 
"Americans share hopes and goals and values far more important than any political 
disagreements. Republicans want the best for our nation, and so do Democrats. Our 
votes may differ, but not our hopes."' When the defeated candidate Albert Gore cried 
"This is America" twice in his concession speech, he appealed to the same notion of 
consensus as an aspect of the identity of the United States that united the country. 
"This is America. Just as we fight hard when the stakes are high, we close ranks and 
come together when the contest is done." "This is America and we put country before 
party. ”6 
‘ J e f f e r s o n , First Inaugural Address, 4 March, 1801, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, p .493. 
‘ B u s h , Remarks on Presidential Campaign of 2000’ 13'" December 2000, CNN/AllPol i t ics .com - Election 2(KX) Achieve 
http: / /www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2()00/lranscripts/121300/bush.html. ’ 
“ A l b e r t Gore Jr., Remarks on Presidential Campaign of 2000, 1 3 … D e c e m b e r 2000, CNN/AIIPoli t ics.coni - Election )(XX) 
Achieve, ht lp: / /www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2000/ t ranscr ipts / l 2130()/t651213.htnil. 
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It is important to note, however, that is precisely the social elites who have 
worked long and deliberately to build such a consensus. It is those in power who are 
most in need of consensus. From the elites of the Revolutionary era, the Federalists, 
the Jeffersonian Republicans, down to Bush and Gore in the present, the American 
people have been told time after time that the United States was founded upon ideals 
shared by all the Americans. It is a great insufficiency if our knowledge about 
American identity can only be based on what the elites say. To what extent did the 
public, the so-called masses, share or even understand these ideals? How can we use 
the words "American identity" or "national consensus" if the people cannot be fully 
represented in our understanding? 
This problem is mainly caused by the elitist nature of the historical sources. The 
Founding Period was the time when the national identity began to take shape. The 
Revolution of 1776, the adoption of the Constitution in 1787, and the debates on the 
policies of the federal government were the great events that helped shape the 
American identity. Primary sources about these issues seem plentiful - the propaganda 
written during the Revolution, the records of state legislatures, the records of 
important conventions, the writings of contemporaries like the Federalists and the 
Anti-Federalists, the records of Congressional meetings and so on. Yet most of these 
sources only reflect the ideas of the elite class of American society. Though America 
in the eighteenth century can be regarded as the most democratic country in the 
Western world, those who were active in politics, those who were able to clearly 
express their concern about political development, came mainly from the better class. 
Therefore, the political ideas with which we are familiar are only those expressed and 
written about by the elites. 
The study of the ideas of the public, the masses, or ordinary people confronts us 
with a great difficulty. Most ordinary people seldom give any account of their own 
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thoughts. Even when they do so, few people will be aware of, or conscious enough 
about the importance of, the plebeians' works. What we can know about their thoughts 
mainly come from those who could write, those who thought that the actions of the 
masses do matter and therefore left written records. Most of those who did leave 
written records were educated people who seldom came from the lower order. 
Therefore, what we can know about the activities of the commoners in history is 
mediated through the interpretations of representatives of the upper order, who may 
describe the actions of commoners according to their own interests. Such 
representatives may make the commoner "a member of the mob" or "a true 
republican." The deficiency of our understanding of "the people" in history originates 
from this situation. 
We are lucky to have the words of William Manning, a plebeian contemporary of 
Thomas Jefferson. Manning was one of the very few eighteenth-century plebeian 
writers whose works were fortunate enough to be kept and published in the twentieth 
century. By comparing the views of Manning with those of the elites, we can paint a 
more comprehensive picture of eighteenth-century America. From the differences and 
similarities between their views, we can gain greater insight into the areas of conflict 
as well as the areas of consensus among the people of the United States. The writings 
of Manning inform us about how widely the Revolutionary ideals were shared by the 
public. They help to reveal the area where elites and plebeians could find a common 
ground in the "national identity." Such a comparison, therefore, is worth making. 
The writings of plebeians such as Manning are rare, and their use in this 
comparison needs no explanation. The question might arise, why Jefferson? Among 
the Founding Fathers, Jefferson has long been regarded as the most democratic. His 
language was the closest to that of plebeians. By placing Jefferson and Manning in a 
dialogue, we can see how men from two different worlds could perceive the same 
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ideals so differently. From the differences and similarities between Jefferson and 
Manning, we can tell how the thirteen distinctive colonies merged into a nation in the 
eighteenth century and how the people from the North and South, from the upper and 
lower orders could find, in fact did find a common ground. "American identity" and 
"national consensus" become more concrete and thus, more meaningful terms. 
Bush was right when he said “The most important tasks of a democracy are done 
by everyone." He asked all the Americans to be "responsible citizens" so that the 
mission of the United States could be carried out by the whole nation: 
If our country does not lead the cause of freedom, it will not be led. 
If we do not turn the hearts of children toward knowledge and 
character, we will lose their gifts and undermine their idealism. If we 
permit our economy to drift and decline, the vulnerable will suffer 
most. We must live up to the calling we share. Civility is not a tactic 
or a sentiment. It is the determined choice of trust over cynicism, of 
community over chaos.^ 
Those who know the work of William Manning well may be forgiven for suspecting 
that Bush plagiarized Manning's ideas. The latter had already expressed strikingly 
similar thoughts in his eighteenth-century writings, calling for responsibility on the 
part of the masses. Of course, Bush did not do so, for Manning has only attracted the 
attention of a few historians. This is unfortunate, for his writings allow us a glimpse of 
the beliefs and ideas of the common people at an important time in American history. 
7 Bush, Inaugural Address of 2001’ PBS Online - Inauguration 2001，http://www.pbs.org/newshour/inauguration/speech .htiTil. 
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II. "The Cast，，一 William Manning and Thomas Jefferson 
William Manning (1747-1814) 
I am not a man of learning, for I never had the advantage of six 
months schooling in my life. I am no traveler, for 1 never was fifty 
miles from where I was born. I am no great reader, for though I have 
a small landed interest, I always followed labor for a living, 
A man with such a mean origin rarely attracts much attention from his own society, or 
from later historians. William Manning, who wrote these words in 1797, must have 
been aware of this as well. He might have been an ordinary person, concentrating on 
his daily work to earn a living, had he lived in an ordinary time and in an ordinary 
place. But this was eighteenth-century America. A newly founded nation, the United 
States, greatly excited its inhabitants as well as the world. As a new nation, it was a 
land of opportunities and potential, but also of great insufficiencies. 
The 1776 American Revolution was really a "revolution" in the strict sense. It 
brought about a new age and a new society with ideals shared by the whole nation. 
Therefore, an ordinary man like Manning himself wrote, 
But I always thought it my duty to search into and see for myself in 
all matters that concerned me as a member of society. And when the 
revolution began in America I was in the prime of life, and highly 
taken up with the ideas of liberty and a free government.' 
He shared the ideals. He saw the insufficiencies. And more important, he wrote about 
both. Manning claimed that he had been "a constant reader of public newspapers and 
ha[d] closely attended to men and measures ever since - through the war, through the 
operation of paper money, framing constitutions, and making and construing laws." 
The more he knew, the more he was disappointed: "Seeing what little selfish and 
contracted ideas of interest would twist and turn the best picked men and bodies of 
men, I have often almost despaired of ever supporting a free government." Yet he still 
had faith in that sort of government, and hence he said, "it has been my unwearied 
^几William Manning, ‘‘The Key of Liberty," in Michael Merrill and Sean Wilenlz, eds., The Key of Uherty The l i f e and 
Democratic Writings of William Manning, "A Laborer, "1747-1814 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press 199^) n P 5 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 125. ’ 
» 
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Study to find out the real cause of the ruin of republics and a remedy.""' Such a study of 
causes and remedies occupied Manning's mind and when incidents of unfairness 
occurred, he responded to those incidents in writing, from the perspective of the 
ordinary person. None of his contemporaries seemed interested in his works, although 
he tried his very best to make his writings known to his society." Not even later 
historians were aware of his writings, despite their interest in the question of how 
widely revolutionary ideals were shared by eighteenth-century Americans. It was not 
until 1922, when his descendants decided to print his work along with some notes and 
a brief introduction supplied by a young historian, thai the name William Manning 
began to attract the attention of scholars. 
Born into a farm family in Billerica in 1747, and with only about six months of 
formal schooling at an early age, Manning experienced the big events of America's 
Founding Period. His father and grandfather, also named William Manning, managed 
to sustain their status as independent freeholders. His father started a tavern in the 
175()s and was able to maintain "a respectable if unspectacular estate to hand down to 
his offspring," viz. fifty-four acres of improved farmland and one hundred sixty or so 
of unimproved woods and swamp. Though he met difficulties in obtaining his 
inheritance, the young Manning was able to consolidate his control of the family land 
finally in 1776. When the American Revolution broke out, he actively participated in it. 
In 1775 he was selected to the post of highway surveyor in the Billerica town meeting 
and during the American Revolution he served as sergeant for a fortnight. After that, 
Manning was active in town administration. In 1782 he served as a member of the 
school committee. Two years later he served on the grand jury and on a committee thai 
" 'Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 125-126. 
L ^ a p e ^ ^ S 丨 s t t f e a n “棚丨“丨” M ^ i n g and the Invention of American Politics, ” in idem, eds., The Key of 
二 f^errill and Wilenlz, eds •，The Key of Liberty, p.xi; Samuel Eliot Morison, ed.’ "William Manning 's ‘The Key of I ibberlv '" in 
Willuim and Mary Quarterly , third series, Vol. 13, No. 2, (April 1956), pp.202-254. ‘ ^ 
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prepared a report about the proper conduct of church singing. Between 1785 and 1787, 
he was a selectman, and then town constable and tax collector of Billerica. During 
Shays' Rebellion in 1787, he helped gather supplies for the army to suppress the 
Massachusetts Regulation. His status in Billerica was rather high. He might even be 
regarded as "one of the fathers of the town." But after 1788, he held no major position 
in town government. He did his farming and kept writing into old age. He died in 
1814.13 
The American Revolution must have influenced Manning much. Following the 
successful conclusion of that revolution, he remained concerned about the political 
development of the United States. Beginning in 1790, he even wrote essays to express 
his political ideas from the standpoint of the common people. His first political essay, 
"Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the Original Creditors of Government," 
was written in February 1790. His second, and more important, essay, "The Key of 
Liberty" was first finished in the beginning of 1797 and was later revised at least three 
times. 14 Reading these two documents, one is surprised by his clear, logical, and 
systematic presentation. His viewpoints and suggestions are sound and persuasive. 
One must wonder how a man like William Manning, who claimed to be "not a man of 
learning," "no traveler," and "no great reader," could write two documents which 
offered such a thoughtful response to the social unfairness of his day, and which help 
us to understand more about eighteenth-century America from the perspective of a 
"laborer," an identity which Manning claimed. 
Though more and more scholars became aware of Manning's work after "The 
Key of Liberty" was first introduced to the academic world in 1922, detailed research 
on his thought was lacking and inaccurate understandings of Manning were plentiful. 
“ M e r r i l l and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," pp.7-8, 15-17, 20-21, 25, 27, 77-79. 
'•‘ Merrill and Wilentz, eds The Key of Liberty, pp.89-91. ’ ’ 
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Samuel Eliot Morison should be credited for his efforts in first bringing Manning's 
work to public attention. With the help of the Manning Family Association, Morison 
edited and published Manning's "The Key of Liberty" in the William and Mary 
Quarterly in 1922 with an introduction. Although this introduction is not 
comprehensive, it can be regarded as the first scholarly study of Manning. Morison 
believed that Manning was like "the average American farmer" who "had a profound 
distrust of governors and government." Manning viewed "with dismay" the political 
reaction that set in after the American Revolution and he was in fact "an out-and-out 
Jeffersonian Republican." "Understanding neither the necessity of Hamilton's 
financial policy, nor the wisdom of Washington's foreign policy, he feared, with 
Jefferson, that they portended militarism, a British alliance, and monarchy." In 
Manning's desire to form an association to unite "the Many" so as to prevent 
oppression from "the Few," Morison saw the implication of class struggle and 
regarded this as "a lonely American whisper of Karl Marx's cry, 'Workers of the 
World, Unite!'" Admitting that the originality of Manning's thought lay in his 
discovery "for himself of the fundamental weakness of democracy and the value of 
association, Morison lowered the importance of "The Key of Liberty" by pointing out 
the limited vision of Manning's work: 
In his remarks on current political issues, Manning is rather narrow 
and partisan, repeating for the most part of the views of his favorite 
paper, the [Independent] Chronicle. His mind was evidently of a 
type not yet wholly extinct in rural New England; misinformed and 
prejudiced on particular issues, but shrewd and penetrating on 
general principles.''' 
The publication of "The Key of Liberty" in 1922 realized the aspiration of 
Manning, though it occurred a century after his death. The appearance of the work, 
however, did not arouse much attention from the common people, as Manning had 
expected in his lifetime. Academic interest in Manning occurred only after the 
“ M o r i s o n , ed., "William Manning ' s ‘The Key of Libber ty , ' " pp.2()3, 206-207. 
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outbreak of the Second World W a r , These works usually mentioned Manning or 
quoted his words as an evidence to show the democratic awareness of a plebeian in the 
Founding Period. Manning's class identity was stressed. Merle Curti wrote that 
Manning was a "shrewd Massachusetts husbandman" who "demanded not only 
education for the masses but also their control over newspapers and other agencies of 
cultural life in order that the common people might be able to protect their interests 
from the learned aristocracy."'^ 
A more detailed discussion of Manning in the early period appeared in Richard 
Hofstadter's Anti-intellectualism in American Life. Unfortunately, Manning was 
regarded by Hofstadter as a member of one of "the popular parties" who "themselves 
eventually became the vehicles of a kind of primitivist and anti-intellectualist 
populism hostile to the specialist, the expert, the gentleman, and the scholar." These 
"popular writers," said Hofstadter, "were on the whole justifiably suspicious of the 
efforts of the cultivated and wealthy to assume an exclusive or excessively dominant 
role in government" and these suspicions "led many of them into hostility to all forms 
of learning." William Manning was regarded as one of the writers of this "current of 
anti-intellectualism."'^ 
Such an impression originated with Hofstadter's misunderstanding of Manning's 
complaint about the manipulation of education by "the Few" at the expense of "the 
Many's" opportunities to be enlightened. Seeing that Manning shared the same 
democratic belief as the republicans, Hofstadter called "The Key of Liberty" a 
"spirited Jeffersonian document." Nonetheless, he believed that Manning had treated 
learning "as a force in the political struggle" - "to Manning learning and knowledge 
were of interest mainly as class weapons." According to Hofstadter, Manning's 
' "Merr i l l and Wilentz, eds The Key of Liberty, pp.93-94. 
口 Merle Curti, The Growth of American Thought (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1964), p. 136. 
Richard Wofsiddier, Anti-intellectualism in American Life (New York: Vintage Books, 1963), p . l 51 . 
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"education strategy" was to make education "cheap for the common man." In doing so, 
higher education should only be organized for the purpose of serving elementary 
education - "to provide inexpensive instructors for the common schools." The 
interests of the upper reaches of the educational system was therefore stripped by 
reducing their functions to that of "producing cheap academic labor." Manning's ideas 
on education were "chiefly interested in leveling status distinctions and in stripping the 
privileged of the instruments of privilege." This current of anti-intellectualism, 
according to Hofstadter, gave rise to "a dark and sullen suspicion of high culture" in 
nineteenth-century America."" 
In recent studies, the importance of Manning's work is still based on his class 
identity. Nathan O. Hatch wrote that "The Key of Liberty" represented "the rarest kind 
of historical evidence, a window on the mind of a man who would generally be 
considered among ‘the inarticulate.'""' Gordon Wood, in his The Radicalism of the 
American Revolution, said Manning wrote about those who "live without Labour" "in 
phonetic prose that was real and not some gentleman's satiric ploy." Wood described 
"The Key of Liberty" as a "lengthy diatribe against all gentlemen of leisure." He 
quoted Manning's words in Chapter 15 of the book, entitled "The Assault on 
Aristocracy.，，22 Allan Kulikoff treated "The Key of Liberty" as a product of the 
American Revolution - an event that witnessed the diffusion of political ideology and 
class language to the broader public. The politicization of farmers during the 177()s 
and their participation in debates surrounding the Constitution led to the rise of a 
democratic language of rural class. The farmers insisted on their democratic rights and 
their ability to influence public policy so as to realize their citizenship under the new 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 138-140. 
Hofstadter, Anti-intellectualLsm in American Life, pp. 152-154; for a response to I lofstadler 's view, see Merrill and Wilentz, 
"William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," p.56. ’ 
Nathan O. Hatch, The Democratization of American Christianity (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), p.26. 
“ G o r d o n S. Wood, The Radicalism of the American Revolution (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1992), pp.279-280. 
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republic. Manning, "a poorly educated but well-read middling Massachusetts 
yeoman," was a representative of these farmers. "The Key of Liberty" documented 
"the diffusion of this ideology.""^ 
Among scholars, Christopher L. Tomlins was one of the few who made a rather 
detailed and just evaluation of William Manning. Tomlins called "The Key of Liberty" 
"a remarkable work of politics." It was not a "humdrum partisan tract" but "a detailed 
critical constitutional commentary." Contrary to Morison's claim that Manning 
distrusted government, Tomlins affirmed that Manning "took for granted the 
inevitability of government in human affairs." What Manning advocated was 
"majoritarian democracy" which was "the only genuine expression of the ideal of free 
republican government." Opposing any speculation on Manning's thought as a kind of 
Marxist working-class forerunner, Tomlins stressed that Manning's consciousness 
could be "best described as plebeian." He pointed out the value of "The Key of 
Liberty，，by placing it within the context of historiography of American political 
culture: 
Unlike the liberal tradition it was a language which could convey a 
vision of government, once guaranteed not to be tyrannous, as the 
key to individual and collective welfare rather than a potential threat 
to it. Unlike the classical republican tradition it sited the guarantee of 
freedom in mass participation in democratic politics rather than in 
the enlightened activities of a political nation whose membership 
was limited to a virtuous and independent minority. Above all, 
unlike both those traditions it envisaged the motor of future social' 
development as an inevitable contest of interests between the 
powerful and monied but unproductive few and the weakly 
organized and poor but productive many.24 
Yet it was not until the appearance of Michael Merrill's and Sean Wilentz's study 
that our understanding of William Manning and the evaluation of his works became 
more comprehensive. Merrill's and Wilentz's The Key of Liberty: The Life and 
Democratic Writings of William Manning, "A Laborer，“ 1747-1814, is an important 
二 Allan Kulikoff, The Agrarian Origins of American Capitalism (Charlottesville: University Press ol Virginia 199^) pp (,9.79 
-^J^r is topher L. Tomlins,/.au-, Labor, and Ideology in the Early American Republic (New York: Cambridge University P r e s i 
‘ ) )3) ’ pp. 1’ 7-8’ 14. 
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edition of Manning's works. The editors modernized and corrected the original text so 
as to make it clearer and more accessible for modern readers. They also edited and 
included Manning's "Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the Original Creditors 
of Government," which had never been published before. This political tract, written 
before "The Key of Liberty," is Manning's first written response to the Federalist 
Government's policy and is important for an understanding of Manning's economic 
ideas. Merrill's and Wilentz's own research on Manning is also an important 
contribution to the historiography of Manning. 
Their study of Manning first appeared as a dissertation, later as a contribution to a 
book of collected essays, and then was refined, expanded and included in their edition 
of Manning's works as an introductory essay.� ' This essay is a thoroughly researched 
excursus on the background which helped shape Manning's vision. After such a 
detailed study, their conclusion in regard to Manning's place in American history 
becomes more persuasive. They wrote, 
Manning was hardly the only plebian democratic writer to take up 
the issues he did; indeed, the more that historians delve into the 
popular intellectual history of the early republic, the more it seems 
that Manning's basic outlook was widely shared, perhaps by a 
majority of the citizenry. But none of the other popular writers yet 
discovered surpassed Manning in his tough-minded, realistic, 
ambitious appraisal of class and politics in postrevolutionary 
America. None revealed quite so much about the intellectual origins 
and self-making of a plebeian political thinker. None had nearly as 
much to say about how the labouring majority might ultimately 
secure the democratic rights it had fought for in the Revolution."' 
According to Merrill and Wilentz, Manning's literary work is best located within the 
plebeian democratic tradition, stretching back to Thomas Paine and forward to the 
Populist movements of the 189()s. Manning's works also underscored the 
achievements of the Democratic Republicans in the 179()s. Acknowledging that the 
二 Michael MerriM and Sean Wilentz, “ T h e Key of Libberty': William Manning and Plebeian Democracy 1747-1814 ” in Alfred 
Young cd., Beyond the American Revolution: Explorations in the History of American Radicalism (Dekald: Northern 
' " ' " " S University ^雌，1 9 9 3 ) , Pp.246-282; Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics ’’ 
Merrill and Wilentz, ' " T h e Key of. Libberty ' : William Manning and Plebeian Democracy 1747-1814, ” pp.247-248. 
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existing political environment provided little room for the masses to voice their needs, 
Manning, among with other plebeian democrats, searched for new kinds of political 
organization, which provided the foundation for the later development of political 
parties. The writings of Manning, therefore, shed light on the early process of 
democratization in American history. "As ever, democratization proceeded less from 
the self-protective sagacity of political elites than from the purposeful thinking and 
agitation of quite ordinary people." This is the reason why William Manning and his 
works are so important尸 
Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826) 
Who was Thomas Jefferson? Born in 1743 at Shadwell of Virginia, he was the 
first son of a landowner family. Due to the care of his father and his own great efforts, 
Jefferson received a good education in his youth. He entered political life in 1769 as a 
member of the legislature of Virginia. In that position he promoted measures to resist 
British authority. In 1775 Jefferson attended the Continental Congress to discuss the 
issues related to independence, including the drafting of the Declaration of 
Independence and the Articles of Confederation. After the American Revolution 
Jefferson served in the legislature of Virginia and helped to enact bills for 
consolidating the whole state governmental system. On 1 June 1779, he was appointed 
Governor of Virginia. He served two terms, leaving office in June 1781. In June 1783, 
he was appointed by the legislature of Virginia as a delegate to Congress. A year later, 
Jefferson was appointed as minister plenipotentiary for the negotiation of treaties of 
commerce in Europe. In 1785, Jefferson was appointed to succeed Benjamin Franklin 
as minister to France. He was in France when the Philadelphia Convention met in 1787. 
His absence during such a historical event did not decrease his concern about it. Being 
27 Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," pp.83-85. 
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aware of the importance of the Constitution to the future of the United States, he wrote 
at length to express his views, primarily in letters to his friends in America, after he 
received the copy of the proposed Constitution in November 1787. 
During his service in France, Jefferson witnessed the whole course of the French 
Revolution in 1789. He was aware of the importance of the event. He said he "felt it 
very interesting to understand the views of the parties" convened for the Estates 
General, "especially the ideas prevalent as to the organization contemplated for their 
government." Therefore, he went "daily from Paris to Versailles, and attended their 
debates, generally till the hour of adjournment." Jefferson even participated in the 
event by meeting with those revolutionary figures and trying to mediate the conflicts 
between the King and the commoners, though he restrained himself from being too 
active and meddling in the event. He tried to be "a neutral and passive spectator." In 
September 1789, Jefferson left Paris for personal reasons. In November, on his way 
home Jefferson received a letter from President Washington informing him of his 
appointment as Secretary of State. He accepted the appointment and took up the duties 
for four years, beginning in March 1790. In 1796, he was elected vice-president of the 
United States while John Adams was the President. In May 1797, he assumed 
leadership of the Republican party. In 1800, he ran for President in the first national 
contest between organized political parties and succeeded. Four years later, he was 
reelected President. In March 1809, he retired from his post and returned to Monlicello. 
Beginning in 1817, he developed architectural plans for an "academical village" in 
Charlottesville which later became the University of Virginia, formally opened in 
1825. Jefferson died at Monticello on 4 July 1826, the fiftieth anniversary of the 
Declaration of Independence which he helped to wr i t e? 
This account of ihe life of Thomas Jefferson is mainly based on his Autobiography. Thomas Jefferson, Autobiography, in 
Petterson’ cd., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, pp .3- l ( ) l , esp., p p . 4 - 4 5 , 4 7 , 5 4 , 5 7 , 78-98. The best biography of Thomas Jefferson is 
still Dumas M-d\oT\c, Jefferson and His Time, 6 Volumes (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1951). 
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This abridged "Chronology of Thomas Jefferson" must be familiar to all 
Jeffersonian scholars. Unlike William Manning who wrote only a few lines about his 
life in "The Key of Liberty", we have plenty of information about Thomas Jefferson. 
His writings, articles, public papers, addresses, miscellany, and most important, letters, 
were preserved and have all been edited and published. This is a great convenience for 
those who wish to know who Thomas Jefferson was. He himself also possessed a great 
historical sense and was aware of his own significance in American history. That is 
why he wrote his Autobiography and Anas in his late age. While the former gave an 
outline of his early life from 1743 to 1790, the latter recorded anecdotes and 
memoranda of his years of service in the federal government from 1791 to 1806. 
Moreover, our understanding on Thomas Jefferson is not based only on these materials. 
Scholars of later generations engaged in extensive research about Jefferson's life and 
thought, and the product of their diligence constitutes a veritable "galaxy of secondary 
studies of Jefferson's political philosophy," to borrow the words of a Jeffersonian 
scholar.-' Our understanding of Jefferson is therefore facilitated but also complicated 
by the extensive research which has been devoted to him. 
Being an important figure of American history, understandings of Thomas 
Jefferson cannot avoid the paradigmatic interpretations of twentieth-century 
historiography. The liberal and republican understandings of American political 
ideology have long been the focal point of scholastic polemic in the field of 
Jeffersonian studies. Among the Jeffersonian studies which adopt a liberal model, Carl 
Becker's The Declaration of Independence: A Study in the History of Political Ideas 
was the first to establish a Locke-Jefferson connection. Becker denied the French 
influence on the revolutionary ideology by pointing out that there was no evidence 
2‘）Richard K. Matthews, The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson: A Revisionist View (Kansas: University Press of Kansas 
1984), p.84. ， 
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showing Jefferson, or his contemporaries, read many French books. "So far as the 
'Fathers' were, before 1776, directly influenced by particular writers, the writers were 
English, and notably Locke." Obviously, Becker saw Jefferson's ideas as an American 
extension of Lockean liberalism.^" 
Before the application of republican interpretations to Jefferson's thoughts 
became popular, Garry Wills challenged the Locke-Jefferson connection in his 
Inventing America: Jefferson 's Declaration of Independence. Through a close study 
of the original draft of the Declaration of Independence, Wills found that many of 
Jefferson's ideas were at odds with those of Locke. Therefore, instead of focusing on 
the Locke-Jefferson connection, Wills suggested that Jefferson's ideas should be 
placed in a broader context - the European Enlightenment. The Declaration of 
Independence was "written in the lost language of the Enlightenment." "Actually," 
Wills concluded, "most of Jefferson's inventions were just copied from European 
models." Jefferson "was quintessentially a man of the Enlightenment; he lived in the 
world of Catherine and Diderot."^' 
The republican paradigm in the historiography of American political philosophy 
emerged in the second half of the twentieth century. The understanding of American 
political culture experienced a drastic change thereafter.^" So did Jeffersonian studies. 
J. G. A. Pocock's The Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the 
Atlantic Republican Tradition was a classic example of this republican paradigm. 
Analyzing Jefferson's stress on agrarian virtue, exhibited in Query XIX of Notes on 
the State of Virginia, Pocock argued for the republican character of Jefferson's thought. 
Jefferson was, Pocock wrote, "as committed as any classical republican to the ideal of 
Carl Becker, The Declaration of Independence: A Study in the History of Political Ideas (New York: Vintage Books, 1942), 
esp. Chapter II. The quotation is from p.27. ‘ 
Garry Wills, Inventing America: Jefferson 's Declaration of Independence (New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1978). 
The quolalions are f rom pp.xiv, 364, 368. 
' ' S e e Daniel T. Rodgers, "Republicanism: the Career of a Concept “ in The Journal of American History, Vol. 79, No. 1 (June 
1(W2)’ pp. 11-38, for a detailed account on the historiography ol. republican interpretation of American political culture. 
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virtue, but saw the preconditions of virtue as agrarian rather than natural."" 
Other historians had their own versions of "Jefferson." Also examining Notes on 
the State of Virginia, Leo Marx argued for the "pastoral," rather than the "agrarian," 
nature of Jefferson's social ideal before the publication of The Machiavellian Moment. 
Marx's The Machine in the Garden: Technology and the Pastoral Ideal in American 
demonstrated that Jefferson's economic theory was based on a "pastoral ideal" that 
was distinctly non-capitalistic. "Nowhere in our literature is there a more appealing, 
vivid, or thorough statement of the case for the pastoral ideal than in Notes on 
Virginia；' Marx claimed. Jefferson's social ideal could best be described as "pastoral" 
rather than "agrarian." Marx believed, that to understand Jefferson's ideal as an 
"agrarian" one was "to imply that his argument rest[ed], at bottom, upon a 
commitment to an agricultural economy." However, the genuine motive behind 
Jefferson's advocacy of "the small, family-sized farm" was not for economic purpose, 
but for "preserving rural manners, that is, 'rural virtue.'" To Marx, Jefferson rejected 
"productivity" and "material living standards" "as tests of a good society." "It is this 
moral seed which enables him to renounce nascent industrial capitalism, that is, a 
market-regulated society in which men must submit to the 'casualties and caprice of 
customers.，，，34 
The economic implication behind Jefferson's ideas has long been a focus of 
attention among scholars and stimulated a great debate initiated by Joyce Appleby in 
the 1980s. Early in 1955, Richard Hofstadter, in his TheAge of Reform: From Bryan to 
F- D. R., coined the term "agrarian myth" to depict the distinctive American culture in 
which the Americans' economic, social and political lives were closely interwoven in 
” J. G. A. Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic Republican Tradition (I'rincelon-
Princeton University Press, 1975), pp.529-547. The quotation is f rom p.533. 
' ' L � Marx’ The Machine in the Garden: Technology and the Pastoral Ideal in America (Oxford: Oxford University Press 
1%7)’ p. 116-144. The quotations are f rom pp.118, 125’ 126, 127’ 128. KulikofT believed that I x o Marx has exaggerated the 
pastoral imagery m Jef fe rson ' s thought. It was the Federalists, rather than the Jeffersonians, who adopted images f rom pastoral 
traditions and appealed to the farmers by stressing improved markets and agricultural reform. Kulikoff, The Agrarian Origins of 
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an agrarian society. The "agrarian myth" had nostalgic character because it was a 
"sentimental attachment to rural living" which became obvious when the United 
States was moving towards a commercial society. Jefferson's socio-economic 
philosophy was the best footnote of such a myth. In Hofstadter's view, the "agrarian 
myth，，played an important role in the first party rivalry under the Constitution: "The 
Jeffersonians appealed again and again to the moral primacy of the yeoman farmer in 
their attacks on the Federalists. The family farm and American democracy became 
indissolubly connected in Jeffersonian thought, and was inherited from the 
Jeffersonians by exponents of popular causes in the Jackson e r a ， 
Under the republican paradigmatic interpretation, Pocock also stressed the 
nostalgic nature of Jefferson's vision. Jefferson saw the importance of an agrarian 
economy in preserving the civic virtue a man needed in society. He also expressed 
worry about the corruption brought about by commercial progress. Pocock therefore 
wrote, "Jefferson is placing himself, and America, at a Rousseauan moment; man can 
avoid neither becoming civilized nor being corrupted by the process." Under Pocock's 
pen, Jefferson became a leader who feared social progress and was pessimistic about 
the future: "There are passages in Jefferson's writings where he admits that sooner or 
later the reservoir of land must be exhausted and the expansion of virtue will no longer 
keep ahead of the progress of commerce. When that point is reached, the process of 
corruption must be resumed; men will become dependent upon each other in a market 
economy and dependent on government in great cit ies严 
Drew R. McCoy's The Elusive Republic: Political Economy in Jeffersonian 
Ammca illustrated the predominant influence of such republican interpretations on 
Jefferson's thought. This work explored the Jeffersonian republican ideology and its 
American Capitalism, pp.74-77. 
Th'Af^' ofReform: From Bryan to F. D. R. (New York: Alfred A. Kn«p 丨’ 1956), pp.23-29. The quotation 
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conceptions of American commerce, industry and development. In McCoy's view, the 
Revolutionaries "assumed that a healthy republican government demanded an 
economic and social order that would encourage the shaping of a virtuous citizenry." 
Jefferson's party shared this vision but they had to apply their traditional ideal in a 
period when the United States was moving towards a new capitalist order. Jeffersonian 
republicanism, then, became "an ideology in transition, for it reflected an attempt to 
cling to the traditional republican spirit of classical antiquity without disregarding the 
new imperatives of a more modern commercial society." Given such a premise, 
although there was evidence that the Jeffersonian Republicans did work consistently to 
ensure the growth of commerce to set the material or economic basis for the autonomy 
or independence of the individual, it was rather a compromising effort to reconcile 
tradition with modernity. McCoy therefore claimed, "Since the Jeffersonian vision 
grew out of an attempt to reconcile classical republicanism with more modern social 
realities and American conditions, it was not without its tensions, ambiguities, and 
even contradictions."" 
A great debate began when Joyce Appleby tried to repudiate the nostalgic and 
agrarian "Jefferson" in her book Capitalism and a New Social Order: The Republican 
Vision of the 179()s, published in 1984. Appleby questioned the Jeffersonian 
suspicions of commercial development and economic innovation that were a 
characteristic of interpretations influenced by the republican paradigm. She pointed 
out that commerce had already exerted its influence in mid-eighteenth-century 
America when the growing population in Europe caused a great pressure on food 
production and offered a new commercial opportunity to Americans. According to 
Appleby, the Jeffersonian movement proceeded against this capitalist background. She 
Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment, pp.533, 541. 
“ D r e w R. McCoy, The Elusive Republic: Political Economy in Jeffersonian America (New York: W. W. Norton & Company 
1980), pp.7, 10, 131. ’ 
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believed that the Jeffersonians were not "anticapitalist." Rather, she argued for the 
importance of "the role that the expectation of commercial growth played in the social 
thought of the Jeffersonian Republicans." The Jeffersonian vision was in fact shaped 
by this capitalist background. Seeing the rise of capitalism in America as "a natural 
and orderly system invisibly producing social harmony," "the elaborate rationale for 
authoritarian institutions" was greatly undermined. More than that, the traditional 
concept of government by an elite was also challenged. The Jeffersonians treated 
self-interest as "a mighty leveller, raising ordinary people to the level of competence 
and autonomy while reducing the rich, the able, and the well-born to equality." 
Eighteenth-century capitalist development created "the material base upon which 
Jefferson built his vision of America, a vision that was both democratic and capitalistic, 
agrarian and commercial." In contrast to the former model, Appleby depicted a 
Jefferson who was optimistic about future development.^^ 
Lance Banning's important article, "Jeffersonian Ideology Revisited: Liberal and 
Classical Ideas in the New American Republic," tried to clarify the liberal-republican 
debate about Jefferson's ideas by pointing out the strengths and weaknesses of 
Appleby's argument. Banning pointed out that the views attacked by Appleby had not 
been carefully represented in Appleby's work. Pocock and McCoy did admit the 
progressive commercial element in Jeffersonian thinking. Revisionist studies, like 
those of Pocock and McCoy, stressed the influence of the republican tradition on the 
Jeffersonians. "In doing so, they may have given so much space and stress to what was 
old, inherited, and hesitant about the future at the core of Jeffersonian belief that there 
was need for a revitalized insistence on what was progressive and new." Appleby's 
contribution lay on her correction of the mistaken or unintentional over-emphasis on 
r loycj^�yplehy’ Capitalism and a New Social Order: The Republican Vision of the 1790s (New York: New York Universilv 
ress，1984), p p . 4 0 , 4 5 - 4 6 , 9 5 , 97; Joyce Appleby, Liberalism and Republicanism in the Historical Imagination (Massachusetts-
Harvard University Press, 1992), p.269. Appleby ' s own summary on her standpoint about the Jeffersonian vision is in idem. 
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the conservative characteristics of Jeffersonian thought by the revisionist historians. 
Yet Banning believed that Appleby's suggestion that historians focus only on the 
liberal capitalist influence on Jeffersonian thinking was too extreme. To Banning, 
liberal and classical ideas were "both available to eighteenth-century Englishmen and 
to America's Revolutionary generation." "Logically, it may be inconsistent to be 
simultaneously liberal and classical. Historically, it was not." Both republican and 
liberal ideas were in fact inherited by the Jeffersonians. Therefore, Banning suggested 
a more comprehensive Jeffersonian study that would combine the fruits of both liberal 
and republican interpretations. "Appleby and her opponents have all grasped portions 
of important truths, that all have been incautious, and that insights from both camps 
must be combined for further progress.”飞‘） 
It seems that the debate has ended and a new path for studying Jefferson's 
thinking has been pointed out. Recent studies have been able to free themselves from 
any paradigmatic restraint and therefore a relatively more comprehensive study of 
Jefferson is possible. More important, studies focus more on "Jefferson's ideas" rather 
than on "Jeffersonians' ideas." Richard K. Matthews shrewdly observed that McCoy's 
The Elusive Republic illustrated the difficulties in unquestioned identification of 
Thomas Jefferson with an idea system called "Jeffersonian." Using the term 
"Jeffersonian," McCoy defined it as referring to “a specific configuration of 
assumptions, fears, beliefs, and values that shaped a vision of expansion" across the 
American continent. He said his study of the "Jeffersonian vision" was based on a 
close consideration of leading thinkers and policymakers among the Jeffersonian 
Republicans, especially James Madison. Matthews therefore suggested that McCoy 
should have titled his work "Madisonian America" instead of "Jeffersonian 
Liberalism and Republicanism in the Historical Imagination, pp.257-261. 
' ' ' ' - ance Banning, "Jeffersonian Ideology Revisited: Liberal and Classical Ideas in the New American Republic “ in William and 
Mary Quarterly, third series, Vol. 43, No. 1’ (January 1986), pp.3-19. 
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America.’，如 Appleby's Capitalism and a New Social Order also manifested this 
problem. By only discussing the capitalist background which helped to shape the 
"Jeffersonian Republican vision," Appleby failed to tell what "Jefferson" really 
advocated and how well Jefferson's own ideas were perceived by his supporters which 
resulted in their being called the "Jeffersonians." 
"Jeffersonian" is a brand too broad to apply to everyone who supported or 
participated in Jefferson's party. James Madison worked closely with Jefferson in the 
Federalist-Republican rivalry, but Matthews has persuasively shown in his work that 
the differences in thinking between the two Founding Fathers were great/ ' Some 
recent works have avoided this problem and therefore have proved valuable in 
recovering the "real Jefferson" from history. Matthews' The Radical Politics of 
Thomas Jefferson: A Revisionist View is an important recent work. Matthews believed 
that the debate about Jefferson's attitude towards capitalist and commercial 
development constricted "Jefferson to a particular economic frame of reference which 
is too confining to his vision." The conceptual core of Jefferson was not about wealth 
or capital. The "real Jefferson" cannot emerge if one does not "move beyond the 
economic language of liberal capitalism." Based on a close study on Jefferson's 
writings, Matthews identified the radical nature of Jefferson's thinking. For those 
consensus historians who claimed that America lacked any "legitimate philosophic 
alternative to its unique brand of market liberalism," Matthews pointed out that 
Jefferson offered a "humanist democratic alternative." As Matthews wrote: 
Given Jefferson's concept of man, society, and government, it is 
evident that his political ideas are beyond the liberal "democratic" 
tradition of his day. Furthermore, his humanism, his communitarian 
anarchism, and his radical democracy make his political views stand 
as an alternative to the market liberalism of the past and present/ ' 
Through the 199()s, Jefferson's thinking remained one of the main streams of 
州 Matlhcws, The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, pp. 10-11 ； McCoy, The Elusive Republic, pp.y-H). 
“ M a t t h e w s , The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, Chapter 6. 
Ibid., the quotations are from pp.14, 122. 
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scholarly studies. The 199()s, however, witnessed a severe questioning of Jefferson's 
greatness/-^ Yet, this does not reduce Jefferson's importance in American history. 
Historians continue to explore the heritage of Jefferson's ideas and their meaning to 
people today. Garrett Ward Sheldon's The Political Philosophy of Thomas Jefferson 
offered a revised account of Jefferson's political theory. Sheldon tried to reconcile the 
Lockean liberal and classical republican understandings of Jefferson's thought by 
showing its richness — a richness and complexity that included the influence of 
Scottish moral philosophy and Christian ethics.叫 Appleby asserted "Jeffersonian 
tensions" in American nationalism. She argued that Jefferson upheld the notion of 
natural rights in a theory about invariant human nature and he also stressed the natural 
compatibility of equality and liberty. The abstract universal implication behind these 
ideals and the particular deviations in reality give rise to tensions in American identity 
which still cannot be resolved today. Yet, Appleby reasserted Jefferson's ideological, 
instead of intellectual, contribution in the formation of American nationalism and 
regarded him as "both the author and the mediator of the central tensions in American 
nationalism.，，45 In Michael Kazin's The Populist Persuasion: An American History, 
Jefferson is portrayed as a "populist hero" who "bequeathed a seemingly timeless set 
of political maxims, the creed of democracy as the chosen pursuit of moral men." 
Jefferson was therefore placed along side Andrew Jackson and Abraham Lincoln in "a 
trio of populist heroes" that emerged in the nineteenth cen tu ry . The study of Jefferson 
and his ideas will surely continue long into the future. A modern edition of Jefferson's 
complete papers began in 1943 under the auspices of Princeton University and is still 
in progress, promising more fuel for scholars interested in Jefferson's life and 
)�8( ;a r ry Wills, "S to rm Over Jefferson’’ in The New York Review of Books, Volume X L V l l , N u m b e r 5，(23 March 20(X)), pp .K) . 
二 Garrett Ward Sheldon, The Political Philosophy of Thomas Jefferson (Bal t imore: T h e J o h n s Hopk ins Univers i ty Press 1991) 
, J o y c e O l d h a m Appleby, WUhout Resolution: The Jeffersonian Tensions in American Nationalism (An Inaugural Leclure 
J 'ehvered be fo re the Universi ty of Oxfo rd on 25 April 1991) ( O x f o r d : Clarendon Press, 1992). T h e quotat ion is t rom p 4 
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thought.47 
Separate studies of William Manning and Thomas Jefferson have contributed 
much to our knowledge about the two men. Yet, none of the works have tried to place 
either of them in the "whole" intellectual context of eighteenth-century America. The 
intellectual atmosphere of a society is not the exclusive preserve of elites. It is also a 
part and product of popular public culture. We know the plebeian views of Manning. 
We know the elitist perspectives of Jefferson. But we know nothing about how the 
ideas of the two individuals, and thus the two groups of people in society, related to 
each other. Historians have always claimed that the ideals of the 1776 Revolution were 
an important foundation of American nationalism. The Founding Period is an 
important time when the American national identity was formed. Therefore, a 
comparative study of Manning and Jefferson will offer insight into how widely the 
"American identity" was shared by the "whole" society of the United States. 
47 Appleby, Without Resolution, pp.4-5. 
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V t g 丨 丨 d s : Massachusetts and 
If we say that the sense of identity of a country should be based on something that 
the whole society would share or agree with, we must note that there were many great 
differences within eighteenth-century America which hindered the formation of 
consensus where the national identity was based. This was reflected by the lives of 
Manning and Jefferson. The lives of Manning and Jefferson were astonishingly 
different. Manning was really a plebeian who lived on his two hundred acres of land 
and enjoyed no great influence beyond the town in which he lived and worked. 
Jefferson was a patrician. Not only did he possess a wealth which ensured him a 
comfortable living, but he was also a national figure whose influence had been 
prominent since the Revolutionary period. His presidency in 1800 even opened a new 
era for the history of the United States. Such a great difference might lead us too 
blithely to the conclusion that the differences in their thinking resulted from the 
differences in their socio-economic status. An understanding of the two different 
"worlds，，which produced the two men will help us to apprehend how their ideas were 
shaped. 
Although the thirteen American colonies in 1776 tried to unite together as an 
independent state, it did not mean that by that time they were sufficiently similar to 
each other and shared the same outlook and perspectives to be one nation. In fact, the 
thirteen states had their own distinctive backgrounds. The American Revolution did 
not weather away the uniqueness of each state. What makes the comparison between 
William Manning and Thomas Jefferson interesting is that we are not only contrasting 
the views between a plebeian and a patrician 一 we are also comparing the ideas 
between a Northerner and a Southerner. Therefore, although we can say that Manning 
and Jefferson lived in the same nation — the United States, their visions and ideas were 
to a great extent shaped by their own "worlds" - the states where they lived -
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Massachusetts and Virginia. 
The Social Settings 
It is one of the great historical ironies that Thomas Jefferson, who championed 
democracy and whose presidency in 1800 was regarded as the opening of a democratic 
age, came from Virginia, a place notorious for its feudal character since the colonial 
period. The social development in the South had been stable since the seventeenth 
century. In fact, the traditional way of life established during the colonial period had 
been consolidated through a century of development. From the beginning, the class 
order in the South was rather clear. The ruling elite occupied the top. Then came a 
middling group of landed farmers. A large group of indentured servants and landless 
laborers took the third place on the social ladder. Beneath them were “a very 
significant and growing number of black slaves." This Southern social structure with 
its complex of traditions gave the South "a feudal character." The planters in the South 
possessed both social dignity and power. They were the expected political leaders. The 
existence of Negro slaves at the base of social order gave "an added intensity to feudal 
feeling in the South.”48 
The social conditions of Virginia fully revealed such a feudal character. 
Seventeenth-century Virginia has been described by one historian as "a highly 
exploitive, labor-intensive, and sharply differentiated society" in which a few of the 
people had become rich and the vast majority worked in harsh conditions as servants. 
The society was "deeply materialistic." The Virginia gentleman tried to reproduce the 
patterns of English life and the country gentleman ideal in the New World. The 
“trappings of medieval feudalism," like primogeniture, entail and quitrents, could be 
John B. Boles, The Irony of Southern Religion (New York: Peter Lang Publishing, Inc., 1994), pp. 12-13; Monroe L Billinglon, 
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found in colonial Virginia. Louis B. Wright has pointed out that Virginia in the 
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries had developed a way of life characterized 
by an "aristocratic outlook." An aristocracy of wealthy planters appeared "who, in 
time, came to live in considerable splendor, who established a pattern of life modeled 
after the English gentry, who ruled the destinies of the colony as by inherited right." 
There was an evolution of a hierarchic social order with a few great planters at the 
top,) 
Though in colonial Virginia rank was not simply defined by wealth, the 
ownership of sufficient property to support a great household still promised a high 
social status. The emergence of a dominant wealthy class in fact had economic origins. 
Since Virginia was dominated by a tobacco culture, the growth of towns was 
discouraged until very late in the colonial period and the development of a commercial 
middle class was prevented. Tobacco exhausted the soil easily. Therefore, fresh land 
was constantly needed. This contributed to the economic pattern of larger plantations. 
Also, there was little opportunity for the development of a class of middlemen like 
importers, merchants, shopkeepers and bankers since the great planters imported all 
the commodities needed from England and delivered the goods directly to their 
wharves along the rivers. The dominant position of the aristocratic planters was 
therefore formed, 
Jefferson belonged to this social order. It is a well-known fact that Jefferson was 
born into the gentry rather than being a self-made man. By the time Peter Jefferson, 
Thomas Jefferson's father, died in 1757, he had accumulated a substantial property: 
The Rivanna and Fluvanna tracts together comprised not far from 
five thousand acres and he had at least half that many more, chiefly 
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in the County as then constituted. He also had certain speculative 
claims, including an interest in the Loyal Land Company with Dr. 
Walker and others. For his time he was not much of a speculator, 
however, and his son was never one at all. The list of his slaves is 
impressive; he had more than sixty of them, along with twenty-five 
horses. Seventy head of cattle, and two hundred hogs,丨 
Jefferson's superior social position in Virginia therefore was ensured from the start. 
Because of the clear class order, inequality was serious in the Chesapeake 
societies. By 17()(), the top ten percent of landowners, those with several thousand 
acres of land and at least forty to fifty slaves, had monopolized from half to two-thirds 
of the land. The gentry tried to keep not only their economic superiority but also their 
social superiority through different means. Virginia was a place with clear social 
distinctions. The members of the upper class were conscious of their superiority and 
they required the lower orders to observe this distinction in rank. Law would be 
invoked against those commoners who failed lo show respect to gentlemen. 
Punishments dispensed by the county courts to those of the lower social orders who 
committed crimes were violent. Whipping, the cropping of ears, the cutting off of 
heads were all practiced. Yet if the culprits were those who commanded money or 
property or the patronage of someone with those resources, the punishments were 
limited to the paying of fines or the posting of bonds for their good behavior." As Jan 
Lewis succinctly observed, 
In a certain respect, Virginia was a two-class society. True, the 
gentry emulated their counterparts in England and hoped to create a 
society of hierarchy and deference on this side of the Atlantic, but 
there was another tide washing the colony, increasing the liberty of 
those with property while diminishing that of those without. Those 
whose property gave them some measure of independence owned 
the luxury of doing very much as they pleased, whereas the other 
half of the society, consisting primarily of enslaved blacks but also 
including destitute and powerless whites, was subject to the rule and 
the whim of the more fortunate class. The one class was as free from 
external control as the other was subject to it." 
Slavery was no doubt a distinctive social phenomenon of the Southern colonies 
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”Greene, Pursuits of Happiness, p.92; Wrighl, The First Gentlemen of Virginia, p.59; Jan Lewis, The Pursuit of Happiness: 
Family and values in Jefferson ’s Virginia (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), pp. 17-19. 
、•飞 Lewis, The Pursuit of Happiness, p.21. 
3 1 
and the implications behind the existence of such exploitation were great. Since the 
production of tobacco was so labour-intensive, the competition for labour was obvious. 
The Virginia Company leaders in the seventeenth century solved this labour problem 
by promising immigrants land and freedom in return for a specified period of labour as 
indentured servants. The promise successfully attracted a great numbers of white 
immigrants but black slavery gradually replaced white servitude in Chesapeake 
society during the course of the seventeenth century. Virginia had a total population 
about 230,000 by 1750, and Negro slaves constituted about forty percent of that 
number. The Chesapeake therefore became "a caste society organized along racial 
lines in which all white people, regardless of wealth or status, occupied a superior 
position to all blacks, even the very few blacks who subsequently managed to escape 
slavery.，，54 
The existence of slavery had a great impact on the South. Clement Eaton held that 
the large plantations and black slavery in the eighteenth century strengthened the 
position of the gentry in the South ,�Wright has also pointed out, 
The introduction of the African slave system was the most important 
single factor in the evolution of the Virginia aristocracy, for it 
enabled wealthy planters to crush, perhaps unconsciously, the 
economic power of small landowners who depended upon their own 
labor. Wealthy men, able to take up increasing acreages of new land 
and farm them profitably with slaves, succeeded where poor men, 
confined to lesser holdings, soon exhausted their farms by 
overcultivation of tobacco, and either had to face failure or push on 
into frontier r e g i o n s , ) 
Rollin G. Osterweis has observed that the benefits brought about by slavery to the 
life of the gentry was not limited to the economic area: 
Slavery contributed directly to the Southern taste for romantic 
notions. It freed the dominant planter class from time-consuming 
drudgery and gave it an opportunity to read romantic literature and 
indulge romantic fancies. It sponsored an exaggerated pride in the 
ruling group, together with an instinctive habit of command from 
early childhood. Since it answered the labor problem, both 
economically and socially, it precluded any concern with social 
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problems such as that displayed in the North." 
Being free from drudgery, the life of those great families was characterized by "a 
liberal sociability and a notorious self-indulgence." "Improvidence," "extravagance," 
"luxury," and "ostentation" were the words used to describe the eighteenth-century 
Chesapeake gentry by contemporary residents or visitors. Those wealthy Virginians 
practiced "the lavish hospitality of former days." They spent many hours in hunting, 
fishing, drinking alcoholic liquors or simply doing nothing. Morality was not the first 
concern of the Virginians严 
To be sure, Jefferson was not ruined by his great wealth. Freed from drudgery, 
Jefferson used the time studying, engaging in research and thinking. To a certain extent, 
the idealistic feature so famous in Jefferson's thought was the result of his superior 
background. Being born into a gentry family with plenty of slaves, the word "labor" to 
Jefferson had an abstract meaning rather than being associated with any practical or 
realistic implications. His view of "labor" was unique. He thought it not only an honor 
to labor on the land, but also an enjoyment. This sense of romance can also be seen in 
Jefferson's views on revolution. His total support of the people's right to rebel 
violently against corrupted authority, in theory as well as in practice, disregarding the 
disorder attending such rebellion, manifested his romantic notions. We cannot be 
certain how much the formation of Jefferson's ideas was related to the practice of 
slavery in Virginia, but certainly he was the beneficiary of his wealthy background. 
Certain positive social concepts, however, were characteristic of this gentry class. 
To a southern gentleman the most important quality was "liberality." He was expected 
to be educated, free from material necessity, free from servile subjection and 
independent from any consideration of honor, dignity or interest. Such "liberality" was 
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expressed through undertaking important responsibilities in the community at large. 
Virginians had long cherished independence and this was fully revealed in the gentry 
class. "Independence, freedom from entangling relationships with others and 
especially from debt, was considered the precondition for a life of comfort and ease, a 
life free from trouble. So widely shared was the ideal that it required no explanation." 
Independence was the prerequisite for happiness. It was also joy itself. And this 
concept was closely related with the republican ideal in the post-Revolutionary society 
that "the virtuous, independent farmer was seen as the ideal citizen of a republican 
society and - because he was subject to no one else's will 一 the surest guarantor of 
liberty.，，� 
Jefferson was no doubt the heir of these noble concepts. He cherished liberality 
and independence much throughout his life. Therefore, in his political thought, he 
believed that economic independence should be the prerequisite for political 
participation. A man without his own property could not live according to his own will 
and this would form the seedbed for the rise of the ambitious. Jefferson therefore 
upheld liberality and independence and they became the highest ideals for a perfect 
life. Jefferson had already attained such a perfect life. But he did not try to consolidate 
his status by stepping on the masses like most of his contemporaries. On the contrary, 
Jefferson tried to extend the benefits brought about by liberality and independence to 
others. His famous fifty-acre proposal - that every person of full age should be entitled 
to an appropriation of fifty acres of land - in drafting the constitution of Virginia was a 
reflection of his noble idea to diffuse property-holding to ensure the people economic 
independence as well as political right/" He wanted others to be gentlemen like him. 
William Manning can be regarded as a gentleman in the Jeffersonian sense 
Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, p . l 31 ; Lewis, The Pursuit of Happiness, pp 108 11 () 
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because he possessed his own property and therefore enjoyed an independent life. The 
social conditions in New England, however, were very different from those that 
prevailed in the Chesapeake region. In New England, his contemporaries could only 
treat Manning, with his mean property, as a member of the commoners. Manning was 
a New Englander. From colonial times, New England had been distinctive because 
from the beginning it was a place of "mission." The founders of the New England 
colonies were mostly religious dissidents who fled the repressive policies of Anglican 
England. They were dedicated Puritans who came to the colonies for religious 
purposes. The settlers regarded their immigration as a mission to establish “the true 
Christian commonwealth that would thenceforth serve as a model for the rest of the 
Christian world." Since most of them came to North America in the hope of 
establishing an ideal place, north of the Chesapeake Bay, for their own worship, the 
church and the clergy had a dominant role in the New England societies from the 
beginning.'' Their vision, though weakened as the time went by, was still an important 
theme shared by most of New Englanders. The New England societies, therefore, were 
quite religious-oriented and religious thinking was definitely a significant component 
of the inhabitants' minds. 
Against this background, New England societies were rather traditional in the 
sense that a social order imbued with Christian ethics was highly valued. Jack P. 
Greene has pointed out the characteristics of the New England settlers and the society 
they established: 
Although they were by no means disinterested in achieving 
sustenance and prosperity, they put enormous emphasis upon 
establishing well-ordered communities knit together by Christian 
love and composed only of like-minded people with a common 
„ religious ideology and a strong sense of communal responsibility. 
Insofar as possible, they intended to maintain order, hierarchy, and 
subordination; to subordinate individual interest to the public good; 
to shun all public disputes; to maintain tight control over economic 
('.�Greene, Pursuits of Happiness, pp.22-23. 
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life, including especially the unruly forces of the market; to subject 
the moral and social conduct of themselves and their neighbors to 
the closest possible social discipline; and systematically to exclude 
the contentious and the deviant from their m ids t " 
To be precise, Manning came from the town Billerica. From his own account, it 
seems that he never left the place throughout his life. Billerica is located in the 
Middlesex County of Massachusetts. The Puritans established the colony in 1629 
because they were dissatisfied by the Catholic remnants of the Anglican Church in 
England. These Puritans were primarily Congregationalists who wanted self-
governing churches. They wanted to uphold the authority of the Bible, the 
simplification of the worship rituals and the strict observation of the sanctity of the 
Sabbath by building a Christian commonwealth in the New World. Massachusetts 
therefore served as a Utopia as well as a refuge for these persecuted Puritans. 
Besides the Puritan background, most of the immigrants in the colonial period 
came to Massachusetts as members of established families, independent farmers and 
artisans with some accumulated resources. The colony therefore also possessed a 
conservative character. The settlers sought to enforce a moral code within society so as 
to sustain a "peaceable kingdom." This kingdom was "based upon an ideal of 
community concord founded in individual internalization of the moral necessity of 
harmony." Conf l i c t w a s discouraged by the law as w e l l as by the social and moral 
forces of the society. "Breaches of the law such as fighting and vice were considered 
moral as well as civil lapses.，，()4 
Since the colonial period, religion was treated seriously and was closely related to 
political and social life in Massachusetts. By the mid-seventeenth century, a form of 
government in Massachuset t s w a s set in w h i c h p o w e r rested wi th the General Court, a 
representative body of two houses. It was stipulated that only members of a Puritan 
church were allowed to vote for the members of the houses. Yet it must be pointed out 
('.�Greene, Pursuits of Happiness, pp.22-23. 
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that Massachusetts was not a theocracy for the officers of the government were kept 
distinct and separate from the officers of the churches. There were no church courts. 
The clergy held no place in the legislature. But to the inhabitants with deep religious 
minds, church and state were but two aspects of the same unity, the purpose of which 
was to carry out God's will on earth. 
In the long term the Puritan ideal society could not be sustained. The forces of 
social change were much greater than the Puritans anticipated. Development in New 
England witnessed the loss of Puritan ideals through a century of socio-economic 
change. Greene described this development as "a declension model." Due to the 
pressure of population growth, beginning in the second half of the seventeenth century 
a new generation of New Englanders began to establish their families on individual 
farmsteads and moved far away from their original meeting houses. This resulted in 
the destruction of "the prescriptive unity of the towns" intended by the original Puritan 
leaders. The bonds of neighborhood and the authority of political and social 
institutions were weakened in this process. The growing complexity of the New 
England economy also helped "to undermine the communal unity, corporate and 
religious orientation, and social goals of the first settlers." "The atomistic pursuit of 
wealth and self-interest" came to replace "the old religious-based corporatism." By the 
second quarter of the eighteenth century, "the pressure of population growth, the 
decreasing availability of land, the opening up of new towns, and the emergence of 
many new opportunities for young men outside agriculture in an increasingly varied 
occupational structure all contributed to a significant diminution of patriarchal 
authority and loosening of family t ies严 
New behavioral models were developing as ties loosened. Instead of emphasizing 
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obedience to the authority of the community and its leaders, the authority of self, 
individual achievement and comfort were stressed. "With this behavioral revolution, 
the pursuit of wealth and gentility became as important as the pursuit of salvation and 
even more important than the pursuit of consensus and community." People engaged 
in different kinds of economic activities tended to vote for their own deputies to the 
General Court so as to safeguard their own interests/'^ 
Beginning in the seventeenth century, town rivalries, boundary disputes and even 
jealousy between men of the same crafts began to destroy the ideal of an orderly and 
cohesive society in Massachusetts. "The people of Massachusetts, it would appear, 
were coming to view the elements of authority as being divided rather than united. In 
particular, they viewed the church and state as distinct entities with well-defined (and 
to a large extent mutually exclusive) areas of operation." There were even cries for the 
total divorce of church and slate. The loss of religion's binding power can also be seen 
in the law courts. Civil litigation increased "dramatically" throughout the eighteenth 
cen tu ry . Such an increase represented the gradual weakening of the social harmony 
established and so firmly preserved by the Puritan founders. 
Therefore, Manning was living in a Puritan society that was experiencing the 
gradual weakening of Christian ideals. Growing up in a place with a heavy religious 
sense，the Puritan tradition inculcated a paradigm of thinking that shaped Manning's 
thought. He also shared the ideals of social harmony embraced by the colony founders. 
On the other hand, the increasing social conflicts alarmed and in fact tortured Manning. 
From his writings, a sense of disappointment in human nature and society can be easily 
detected. This disappointment originated from his daily observation of the decline of 
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social harmony and morality. Yet, the Puritan sense of mission inspired him to be a 
positive writer who tried to save society by proposing practical solutions. The writing 
of the two political tracts and his eagerness to publicize his proposed solutions for the 
social ills he identified can be regarded as Manning's efforts to reinvigorate the lost 
ideal of the Puritan tradition. Hence, an understanding of Manning's ideas should 
begin with an apprehension of the religious setting in Massachusetts. 
The Religious Settings 
The Congregationalists intended to maintain Massachusetts as an ideal place for 
Puritan worship, but they were not as successful as they wished. Secularization 
became obvious as time went by. The clergy generally perceived a decline in godliness 
and a growth of worldliness among the laity in New England in the late seventeenth 
century. By the early eighteenth century, the ministers lamented that their prestige, 
influence and social status had greatly decreased in comparison with that of their 
seventeenth-century predecessors,) 
The Massachusetts royal charter of 1691 required toleration of dissenters and 
based the right to vote on property rather than on church membership. Though New 
England witnessed the Great Awakening in the 173()s and 174()s, a religious revival 
curbing the trend of worldliness, the effect of this movement became negative in the 
sense that it intensified religious divisions in New England. These divisions even led 
to rival congregations. The authority of the church and the clergy was further 
undermined in this process. New England Puritanism became increasingly fragmented. 
It seems that the splits and rivals that occurred during the Great Awakening did not 
affect the Congregational Church in Manning's Billerica. Yet, Billerica also witnessed 
('.�Greene, Pursuits of Happiness, pp.22-23. 
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a decline in religious spirit in the post-Revolutionary era/丨 
The process of secularization was rather important in the thinking of 
contemporaries. On the one hand, the process meant the liberation of the human mind 
from the dogmatic and authoritarian control of one religious authority. On the other 
hand, the people began to re-conceptualize their material world through a 
transformation of the inherited religious ideas. Edmund S. Morgan has observed that 
with the passage of time and the waning of the religious impulse, the Puritan ideas in 
America were reinterpreted to fit to a more secular society. The religious disputes 
generated by the Great Awakening in fact contributed to the political development 
because, as Greene has pointed out, it "helped to transform politics by legitimizing 
factionalism and contention in the public realm and thereby weakening the traditional 
deference accorded magistrates."^' 
This religious setting was important in shaping Manning's views of his own 
society. His political writings in fact evidence the transformation of religious ideas, 
and their application to an understanding of the material world. Traces of Puritan 
influence can be found in his writings. In "The Key of Liberty," it is not difficult to see 
that Manning was a unique democrat - one who held a negative view of human nature. 
This was mainly due to his real experience in the politics of the Founding Period and 
also to his religious background. The Puritan belief began with Original Sin and this 
innate human depravity made governments necessary. Believing in Original Sin, the 
Puritans regarded corrupt men as incapable of outward obedience "unless assisted by a 
ruler's compelling hand.，，?� Merrill and Wilentz assert that Manning's pessimistic view 
of human nature originated in the doctrines of the New Divinity, a sect of Puritan 
Protestants. Being a "consistent, postlapsarian Calvinist," Manning "believed all men 
I ^reene，Pursuits of Happiness p.78; Merrill and Wilentz, "NVimam Manning and the Invention of American Politics ’’ p 41 
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were fallen - and that the more power they achieved, the more they would seek." "He 
was a democrat not because he had an abiding faith in the virtue of the populace, but 
because he lacked an abiding faith in the virtue of the elite." This in turn, led to 
Manning's belief in law and order, which was close to his New Divinity leanings.?飞 
The Puritans had their own unique understanding of law and order. This 
understanding originated from the concept of covenant, which was an important 
component in Puritan theology. The Puritans thought about their relationship with God 
as being based on a covenant. They believed that God had entered into a contract with 
people through which they could secure salvation. A church was therefore, by analogy, 
a voluntary union of true Christians for the common worship of God. The Puritans 
applied this concept of covenant in their understanding of the relationship between 
rulers and ruled. Historians believe that this was the origin of the idea of a voluntary 
union for purposes of government. God called rulers to office through the consent of 
their people. It was the people who decided the establishment of government and who 
submitted to the rulers as long as they ruled properly. The people therefore, besides the 
covenant with God, engaged in "a second, subsidiary covenant, not with God but with 
each other and with their prospective rulers." Such an inference even implied the 
justification of revolution against those rulers who failed to observe the covenant with 
their people.74 
The sense of covenant between God and people weakened among eighteenth-
century New Englanders. In the eighteenth century the intellectual climate changed 
and God became distant from daily life. More stress was placed on the covenant 
between the rulers and the people instead. "In thinking about the state, there was less 
preoccupation with controlling the depravity of subjects and more with controlling 
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that of rulers; there was less thought of reducing the people's offensiveness to God, 
more of reducing the rulers' possible offensiveness to the people." John Locke's 
treatises on civil government and other English and European writings on the subject 
became popular. The ideas of Locke, Harrington, Milton and Sidney were popularized 
by the Congregational clergy who often cited them in sermons. This enhanced the 
concept of the rights of the ruled. The function of government became less important 
in pleasing God and more important in serving the subjects, that is, to protect their 
lives，liberty and properties. James F. Cooper has stressed the link between 
Congregationalism and New England's libertarian ideology: "Congregational thought 
and practice in fact served as one indigenous seedbed of several concepts that would 
flourish during the Revolutionary generation, including the notions that government 
derives its legitimacy from the voluntary consent of the governed, governors should be 
chosen by the governed, rulers should be accountable to the ruled, and constitutional 
checks should limit both the governors and the people.”乃 
Manning's political ideas can be understood within this religious context. 
Stressing the negative side of human nature, he emphasized the necessity of political 
authority for maintaining the social order. Yet, acknowledging that the authority was 
also in the hands of human beings, he stressed the importance of laws as the ultimate 
guidance for ruling. Laws served as the "covenant" between the ruled and the rulers. 
Manning did not go so far as to advocate revolution against those rulers who failed to 
observe the "covenant." Instead, he urged the people to become well acquainted with 
political issues and to redress their grievances through legitimate institutional means 
like elections. In examining the ideas of Manning, we will find that he was an 
"obedient" plebeian who dismissed revolutionary activities. The Puritan theology may 
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also provide an explanation for the source of Manning's obedience. 
The doctrine of calling was important in Puritan ideas. It was God who called 
men from sin to salvation. Such doctrine was extended to all honest human activities. 
Each man therefore had his own place in society, through which the man was expected 
to produce good for the whole. The implications of the idea of calling were 
conservative. Each man should adhere to the status in which he was born. He should 
remain in the place to which God had called him. The criticism of a seventeenth-
century Congregationalist priest, John Cotton, on democracy was famous. He believed 
that rulers and subjects should act according to their own callings. "Democracy, I do 
not conceyve that ever God did ordeyne as a fitt government eyther for church or 
commonwealth. If the people be governors, who shall be governed?" Democracy was 
only a chaotic form of government. In Morgan's words, in a democracy "everyone was 
a magistrate and that either no one or everyone was a subject.”，(’ 
The implications of the notion of calling prevalent in the seventeenth century, that 
one man should serve according to his own calling and be subordinate to another, was 
no longer valid for eighteenth-century Americans. The idea of calling, instead, was 
turned to the purpose of keeping government under the control of the people. The 
notion that everyone should keep in his place was applied to the distribution and 
limitation of governmental powers. Yet Manning did not drop the conventional belief. 
Tending to emphasize the weaknesses of human nature and the importance of laws as a 
"covenant," it is not surprising that Manning advocated obedience and the 
maintenance of the social order at the expense of revolutionary right. The 
seventeenth-century Puritan notion that "when a people had bound themselves to God 
by a covenant, they must enable themselves to keep the covenant by submitting to 
rulers who would enforce it" must have retained a certain influence on Manning's 
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mind.77 
Such religious influence can also be seen in Manning's proposal for founding a 
"Labouring Society," aimed at circulating the necessary information for the Many to 
prevent the domination and oppressive rule of the Few. There was a series of 
institutional innovations in New England religion in the Founding Period, such as the 
growth of home missions, Bible and tract societies, and religious periodicals in the 
mid-179()s. All these contributed to Manning's ideas about the Labouring Society, 
especially the innovations of the Methodists. Manning adopted the Methodists' 
organizing principles in proposing his Labouring Society. According to Merrill and 
Wilentz, Manning modeled his proposed society on the Methodist congregation which 
offered a framework for a regional, national and even international organization. The 
basic unit of Manning's local organization was "the class" and the purpose of these 
classes was to study and distribute the society's literature. This was also reminiscent of 
the Methodists , 
The religious setting in the Southern colonies presents another picture. Unlike the 
New Englanders, the English founders came to the south of the Chesapeake Bay for 
profit purposes rather than for religious purposes. They did not have any religious 
dispute with the mother country and naturally, the Anglican faith of England became 
the legitimate worship in the Southern colonies. There was no American bishop. The 
would-be ministers of the Anglican faith had to travel to England for ordination. Due 
to the scattering of population, there were also no suitable centers for theological 
education. Such a founding background determined the absence of religious 
domination in the daily lives of the Southern colonies. Given the absence of an 
American bishop, the members of the local vestry enjoyed considerable autonomy in 
7“ Morgan, ed., Puritan Political Ideas, pp.xv-xviii; John Cotton to Lord Say and Seal, 1636, in idem, p. 169. 
77 Ibid., pp.xxii-xxiii, xxxvi-xxxvii. 
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the governance of the Anglican churches of the South. The churches usually had an 
elitist character since the vestrymen tended to be the local aristocracy. Hence there was 
alienation between the plain folk laity and the elitist ministers of the churches. This in 
fact hindered the development of the Anglican Church in the colonial South. Even the 
Great Awakening in the mid-eighteenth century had little impact in the South because 
the area lacked a network of ministers and laypersons, a reigning belief system, and a 
religiously interpreted sense of communal crisis/) 
Such a background characterized the religious climate of Virginia. Chartered by 
James I in 1607, Virginia was the first established colony among the thirteen. The 
Anglican Church was the legally established religion of the colony. Regular 
attendance at services was required by law. The laws of the colony of Virginia also 
made illegal any worship or marriage ceremonies conducted by officials other than 
Anglican clergy. Before the mid-eighteenth century, Virginians were all Anglicans 
except for a small numbers of dissenters. Therefore, historians have labeled Jefferson 
as "at least nominally Anglican" or "Episcopalian." However, it must be pointed out 
that the Anglican Church never imposed a strict religious life in the Chesapeake. The 
Anglican Church had little influence in the daily life of Virginians in the middle of the 
eighteenth century. The evidence shows that certain religious rituals, like funerals, 
marriages or even baptismal ceremonies, were performed in homes rather than in 
churches. The alienation between the plebeian laity and the elitist ministers also 
existed in Virginia. Therefore, when the evangelical sects appeared in Virginia in the 
mid-eighteenth century, as challengers to the status of the orthodox Anglican Church, 
they attracted many followers from the lower social orders. The religious mind of 
Virginia became "divided between an almost dormant Episcopal church and pockets of 
7'' Boles, The Irony of Southern Religion, pp.4-6. 
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evangelical fervor."^" 
The Presbyterians, the Baptists and the Methodists were the evangelicals who 
came to the South in the second half of the eighteenth century. They challenged the 
official state church. Presbyterian churches were established in the western regions of 
Virginia, beginning in the late seventeenth century. After 1748, Samuel Davies 
became the leader of Virginia Presbyterians. He argued for increased legal toleration 
for religion and for exemption from the requirement of issued licenses for establishing 
churches. The colonial assembly allowed the organization of Presbyterian churches 
after 1759, though the law itself was not changed. The Presbyterians gained the 
acceptance of the Virginia authorities because of its "sedate worship services, learned 
ministers, and relatively affluent parishioners."^' 
The other sects that came to Virginia after the Presbyterians were less fortunate. 
Several varieties of Baptists sects appeared in the South in the late seventeenth century. 
The General Baptists had been present in southeastern Virginia since the early 
eighteenth century, but it was the Separate Baptists, a sect established in the middle of 
the eighteenth century, who met the most concerted resistance in Virginia. This sect 
was regarded as a threat to the political and religious establishment because it insisted 
on the freedom to preach and ignored the colonial law requiring a license for preaching. 
Also, the sect tended to encourage the emotions of the worshippers as a rightful 
response to religion and personal relations. This was unacceptable to the gentry 
authority. To the authorities, the Baptist services seemed like "a noisy commotion of 
lusty singing, highly emotional preaching, tears of contrition or joy, and touchy-feely 
exercises like footwashing, hugging, and a hearty sharing of the peace and the right 
hand of fellowship." Women and black worshippers were active in the activities. The 
‘'ewis’ The Pursuit ofHappiness ’ p.43; Boles, The Irony of Southern Religion, pp.5 ,11 ； Greene, Pursuits of Happiness n 97-
Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, pp.68-70. ‘ 
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lay yeomen, not an aristocratic vestry of the planter class, administered the churches. 
The sect therefore suffered persecution from the colonial authority, which regarded the 
sect as a potential cause of chaos and mobocracy. The Anglicans also viewed the 
Methodists as a threat to the established order, since there were similarities between 
them and the Baptists. The Methodists also tended to be emotional in their preaching 
and worship services. The converts were mainly from the plain folk and lower classes, 
along with many slaves. Also like the Baptists, "the Methodists were contemptuous of 
the pretensions of the planter aristocracy and the condescension showered on them by 
the el i te严 
Rhys Isaac has pointed out that evangelicalism can be seen as "a popular response 
to a mounting sense of social disorder." Baptism was not only a revolt against the 
traditional order. It also aimed at establishing "a tighter, more effective system of 
values" within the ranks of the common folk. Therefore it aroused certain hostility 
among the upper order of Virginia. Some of the gentry class even used violence to 
suppress the spread of Baptism. The authority in some parts of Virginia tried to repress 
the Baptists by using court proceedings or encouraging riotous disrupt ions ,�Yet, 
religious repression was not a usual phenomenon in Virginia and not all the gentry 
members regarded the upholding of the Anglican faith as their priority. This can be 
seen in a dispute that took place in 1771. 
The Episcopal Church intended to install a bishop in Virginia in 1771 so as to 
reestablish the Anglican authority in religion against the evangelical movements. 
Opinions among the gentlemen in Virginia were divided. Those who supported the 
suggestion argued for the necessity of a bishop to preserve the American Anglican 
Church and the civil government. Those against the suggestion feared the further 
""Boles, The Irony of Southern Religion, pp.8-12. 
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extension of the imperial power and the loss of religious liberty in Virginia. This 
division of opinions reveals that the Anglican Church had never been a dominant force 
in Virginia. There was even an increase in converts to Baptism in the pre-
Revolutionary period.^ "^ 
How did this religious setting affect the mind of Jefferson? Jefferson was a 
Christian, no doubt, but it seems that he was free from any sectarian interruption in his 
thinking. Born in a gentry family, he accepted the Anglican faith. Yet years of 
education and fostering of independent thinking made him one of the most open-
minded members of the elite in the period. The rather free religious climate in Virginia 
also helped to shape Jefferson's thought. On the one hand, the loose Anglican control 
in Virginia prevented any orthodox and authoritarian indoctrination of religious 
thinking in the young generation. On the other hand, the challenges from other 
religious sects, beginning in the mid-eighteenth century stimulated a new 
understanding of religion itself. Jefferson, growing up in this religious context, could 
not escape the influence of this change in religious ambience. 
Individualism was a distinctive characteristic of the evangelicals. The Baptists 
and Methodists conceived of religion in private, individual, pietistic terms. A person's 
religious faith started from a conversion experience mediated by personal decision. 
Personal devotion and moral behavior were the main concerns. Social good was not 
the main theme of the Southern evangelicals. Conversion of individuals and the 
growth of church membership were the most important. Christian behavior was 
emphasized among the evangelicals. Most of the converts of the evangelical churches 
came from among the lower classes. The wealthy and well educated were assumed by 
the evangelicals to be "worldly and nominal Christians at best." In order to make it 
more appealing to the masses, the evangelical sermon style was also popularized. It 
叫 Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, pp.173, 181-205; for the rise of Baptism in Virginia, see idem, Chapter 8. 
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became more sensational so as to arrest listeners' attention or even to impel them to 
change their minds. This egalitarianism was in fact the source of democracy. The 
practices of the Baptists did show some tints of democracy. The Baptist church 
disciplinary proceedings were democratic since they allowed women and blacks in 
discussions, testimony giving and decision-making. By calling one another brothers 
and sisters, the Baptists asserted that the only authority in their church was the 
congregation itself. Unanimity was generally required in important Baptist church 
elections. Ordinary people could be ordained as preachers of Baptism,^ 
To what extent these liberal and democratic elements affected Jefferson's thought 
we cannot be sure. One thing without doubt is that he must have appreciated the 
development of these sects. Jefferson was unique for he did not align himself with the 
planter-aristocrats by opposing the process of religious liberalization and 
democratization. On the contrary, he got involved in the process. John B. Boles has 
found that during the Revolutionary period, Virginia intellectuals like Jefferson and 
James Madison regarded the Baptists as "a valuable revolutionary ally." These 
intellectuals and the preachers both supported the principle of separation of church and 
state, though with different motivations: "the Baptists, because they thought the state 
corrupted the church; the intelligentsia, because they thought the church corrupted the 
state." Jefferson's contribution to the development of religion was climaxed by his 
proposing and instituting legislation that guaranteed religious freedom during his 
service in the Virginia state government after the Revolution， 
Jan Lewis has pointed out that, "When religious liberty became a fact in Virginia, 
the gentry not only had to surrender dominance in the unifying institution of the 
Church but also had to give up the comfort that derived from having their creed, their 
” Boles, The Irony of Southern Religion, pp.26, 29-31, 34; Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, pp. 165-1 ( A 
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notions of life and death, truth and right serve as the standard interpretations of all 
matters temporal and eternal. In short, the gentry lost the cosmos, and they lost the 
world." This may be true for some of the gentry members, but surely not for Jefferson. 
By the time of the Revolution, the gentry class of Virginia seems to have embraced 
"the moderate Anglicanism and the even more complacent Deism." Enlightened 
gentlemen espoused an optimistic Deism, a "natural religion" of rationalism and 
order.87 Jefferson's religious ideas belonged to this kind. Jefferson had always valued 
the importance of reason. In a letter to Peter Carr, he clearly stated his view on the 
subject: 
In the first place divest yourself of all bias in favour of novelty & 
singularity of opinion. Indulge them in any other subject rather than 
that of religion. It is too important, & the consequences of error may 
be too serious. On the other hand shake off all the fears & servile 
prejudices under which weak minds are servilely crouched. Fix 
reason firmly in her seat, and call to her tribunal every fact, every 
opinion. Question with boldness even the existence of a god; 
because, if there be one, he must more approve of the homage of 
reason, than that of blindfolded f e a r , 
God never played an important role in Jefferson's thinking. It is to education, not to 
religion, that we must turn to understand the source of Jefferson's thinking严） 
The Educational Settings 
Due to their scattered populations, the Southern colonies could seldom establish 
schools. Education in the South was a private rather than a public concern. Thus, 
wealth was a decisive factor on whether a child could attain an education or not. Those 
amongst the wealthy class employed tutors for their children or joined with nearby 
patricians in engaging a teacher. Besides formal book learning, the education of 
planters' sons also included dancing, riding and even plantation management. A few 
families sent their children to British and Continental schools. Of the nine colleges in 
“ L e w i s , The Pursuit oj Happiness，pp.44-46, 50-51. 
"I* Jefferson to Peter Carr, 10 August 1787, in Petterson, ed., Thomas.Jefferson: WrUings, p.902. 
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the thirteen colonies, only William and Mary College was Southern, and most of the 
students of the college came from Virginia. Jefferson was one of the graduates/則 
Although in the eighteenth century about two-thirds of the adult white males in 
America could sign their names, the levels of literacy in Virginia were not high. The 
educational landscape in Virginia was much like that of the other Southern colonies. 
The dispersed population and the lack of towns in Virginia made the building of public 
schools improbable and undesirable. Therefore the opportunity for education was 
largely restricted to the gentry. Book reading was not a problem for the wealthy class. 
The quantity and variety in personal book collections were great. A college graduate 
served in the family of Robert Carter, master of "Nomini Hall" plantation in Virginia, 
between 1773 and 1774. He wrote, "Mr. Carter has an over-grown library of Books of 
which he allows me the free use. It consists of a general collection of law books, all the 
Latin and Greek Classicks, vast numbers of Books on Divinity chiefly by writers who 
are of the established Religion; he has the works of almost all the late famous writers, 
as Locke, Addison, Young, Pope, Swift, Dryden, &c." Private instruction was the 
usual mode of enlightenment and the quality of the instruction depended much on the 
tutors themselves. More often than not, these tutors were clergymen.…The only area 
where Virginia excelled the other Southern colonies was that it was the home of 
William and Mary College, located in Williamsburg of James City. 
The College of William and Mary was founded in the late seventeenth century, on 
the initiative of the great plantation owners of Virginia, who aimed at consolidating the 
social positions of their lineages by founding a place for their sons to acquire a liberal 
education. It was "a chartered foundation consisting of a corporate body of professors, 
mostly-clergymen, under a president, who was invariably a minister." There were 
Time, Vol. I’ p.53. 
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Statutory tests of conformity imposed by the Anglican Church upon all college 
members. Therefore, the faculty was under episcopal protection and it was customary 
to alternate the chancellorship between the bishop of London and the archbishop of 
Canterbury. Close surveillance was performed by a board of visitors drawn from the 
great families of the James-York region and presided over by the governor of Virginia. 
The main function of the college was to provide the young gentlemen of Virginia with 
"higher accomplishments, knowledge of government affairs, and a c q u a i n t a n c e 严 
Since education in the South was largely a personal rather than public affair, the 
experience of Jefferson may provide a picture of how a gentleman of the South was 
formed. Wealth was a decisive element in regard to the opportunity for, and the quality 
of education. The substantial wealth inherited from his father ensured Jefferson a 
stable and even comfortable life without having to worry about making living. As his 
biographer has written, "From his earliest memories his financial position was assured, 
and the best educational opportunities which the Colony afforded were later available 
to him.，州 
Parental influence was important in fostering a young gentleman. Jefferson was 
fortunate in having a father who placed a high value on knowledge. In his 
Autobiography, Jefferson revealed that his father's education "had been quite 
neglected; but being of a strong mind, sound judgment and eager after information, he 
read much and improved himself so much that he was chosen, along with a professor 
from William and Mary College, to continue the boundary line between Virginia and 
North Caroline and to make the first map of V i r g i n i a / ) * After gathering substantial 
wealth, the father did not neglect the education of his son. He arranged the early 
education of Thomas Jefferson. 
His Time, Vol. I, pp.39-4(). 
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Jefferson w a s placed in an Engl i sh schoo l at the age o f f ive . In 1752 , he w a s sent 
to the Latin school of the Reverend William Douglas, minister of St. James Parish, 
Northam. Jefferson studied here until 1757, when his father died. The quality of 
teachers was important in education and Jefferson did not think that he had met a good 
one at this stage. In his Autobiography, Jefferson did not have much good to say about 
his first clergyman-teacher. William Douglas, according to Jefferson, was "a 
superficial Latinist, less instructed in Greek, but with the rudiments of these languages 
he taught me French." Latin and Greek were Jefferson's major subjects at the time.”？ 
In 1758, Jefferson began to attend Reverend James Maury's little school. James 
Maury, "a correct classical scholar," gave Jefferson a good grounding in the classics. 
Two years later, Jefferson entered William and Mary College. The College consisted 
of the grammar school, the Indian school, the philosophy school and the divinity 
school. With the single exception of William Small, professor of natural philosophy, 
the members of William and Mary faculty were Anglican clergymen. William Small 
taught nearly half of Jefferson's courses and became one of the most important 
teachers in Jefferson's life. He was famous for his liberality of spirit which is believed 
to have influenced Jefferson much，In his Autobiography, Jefferson recalled how 
important Small's influence had been: 
It was my great good fortune, and what probably fixed the destinies 
of my life that Dr. Wm. Small of Scotland was then professor of 
Mathematics, a man profound in most of the useful branches of 
science, with a happy talent of communication, correct and 
gentlemanly manners, & an enlarged & liberal mind. He, most 
happily for me, became soon attached to me & made me his daily 
companion when not engaged in the school; and from his 
conversation 1 got my first views of the expansion of science & of 
the system of things in which we are placed.'" 
In 1762，William Small returned to Europe and Jefferson finished college. Before 
JelTerson, Aulohiography, in PeUerson，ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p.3. 
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he left, Small introduced Jefferson to George Wythe, a distinguished member at the bar 
of the General Court. Jefferson studied law with Mr. Wythe. George Wythe was also a 
good teacher. Jefferson wrote, "Mr. Wythe continued to be my faithful and beloved 
Mentor in youth, and my most affectionate friend though life." After 1767, in order to 
offer Jefferson an opportunity to gain practical experience, Wythe began to introduce 
him to the practice of the law at the bar of the General Court. Jefferson's study at the 
bar continued until the Revolution closed the courts of justice/)^ 
The quality of the tutors was important for a gentleman's education. Jefferson 
was lucky to meet Reverend James Maury, William Small and George Wythe. 
Exposure to the right social circles was also an invaluable aspect of a young 
gentleman's education. Here too Jefferson was fortunate. During the period 1762 to 
1765, when Jefferson was studying law under the guidance of Wythe in Williamsburg, 
he had the opportunity to associate with Francis Fauquier, the Lieutenant-Governor of 
Virginia. Jefferson greatly admired Fauquier as a governor and from him learned the 
skills and graces needed in a leader. Jefferson later said Governor Fauquier was "the 
ablest man who had ever filled that office." Through conversations with him, Jefferson 
learnt much. "With him, and at his table, Dr. Small & Mr. Wythe, his amici omnium 
horarum, & myself, formed a partie quarree, & to the habitual conversations on these 
occasions I owed much instruction.，’(川 
From Jefferson's experience, we can see how a Virginia gentleman was fostered. 
Wealth, parental arrangement, quality of tutors and even opportunities for exposure in 
the right social circles were the elements significant in bringing up a gentleman. We 
may say that Jefferson was fortunate enough to have enjoyed all these elements. Yet 
one important element we should not neglect, for without this quality we would not 
Jeiferson, Autobiography, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, pp.4-5; Malone, Jefferson and His Time, Vol. I’ 
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have the Thomas Jefferson who was so important in the history of the United States, 
was self-determination. Historians have observed that "Self-imposed, rather than 
external, discipline shaped his education from his youth onward.，，…“Jefferson once 
wrote, "I was a hard student until I entered on the business of life, the duties of which 
leave no idle time to those disposed to fulfil them; and now, retired, and at the age of 
seventy-six, I am again a hard student. Indeed, my fondness for reading and study 
revolts me from the drudgery of letter writing.""" He did not exaggerate in this remark 
about himself. Without this good personal quality, a person would remain ordinary, 
even were he fortunate enough to enjoy all the necessary elements for becoming a 
gentleman. Contemporaries frequently mentioned the self-indulgence of young sons 
of the gentry in Virginia colleges. William and Mary College was not exempted from 
such criticism. The suitability of the college for the purpose of education was even 
questioned by some of the gentry.'"" Jefferson knew what he wanted and he worked 
hard to attain his goal. Jefferson formed an independent mind through education and 
shaped his own thought by choosing the ideas he saw fit. Dumas Malone has pointed 
out that it was precisely "the intellectual climate" of the Enlightenment in which 
Jefferson "chose" to dwell. It was this climate which fostered his "eternal hostility 
against every form of tyranny over the mind of man.，，丨(丨飞 
Manning, of course, could not have experienced the educational journey that 
Jefferson did. Class difference, rather than geographical difference, impeded 
Manning's road to enlightenment. In New England, education had a close relationship 
with the Puritan religion. The Puritans were famous for their emphasis on Scripture 
reading, and this implied an obligation to ensure literacy. The Massachusetts 
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magistrates passed laws in the 1640s which required towns to establish schools to 
instill the correct religious and social principles in the young. The Puritan magistrates 
also tried to create an educational system to reinforce the religious social order. It was 
for this purpose that Harvard College was established to supply the colony its own 
orthodox ministers. Greene has therefore commented, 
Far from being an agency for modernization, education in New 
England thus seems at least during the earliest generations to have 
been more a vehicle for achieving religious uniformity and social 
control through inculcation and reinforcement of the traditional 
values and social order the puritans were trying to build into the 
foundations of their new American societies. 
The educational opportunities in New England seem better than those available in 
the South. Yet, like the situation in the South, wealth was still the most important 
factor in deciding the education of a man. Most of the towns supported a public school 
of elementary level in the eighteenth century, though the existence and quality of these 
varied greatly. "Academies" or "grammar schools" were schools at the secondary level. 
Some of these schools in the larger Massachusetts towns were tax-supported 
institutions. But most of these secondary schools in the Revolutionary period were 
private academies that charged rather high tuition fees. In general, this kind of school 
was scarce in eighteenth-century America. Even when such a school exited in an area, 
the charges were too expensive for most parents. Only the upper class or the urban 
upper middle class could afford a formal secondary education. The proportion of 
young people who could attend college was, of course, much lower. Because of his 
mean background, Manning claimed that he "never had the advantage of six months 
schooling" in his life.丨(丨5 
Even so, recent studies show that the literacy level in eighteenth-century America 
was rather high. In this period Americans generally were capable of signing their 
Fauquier and Wythe) lo JclTcrson. 
叫 ( I reenc , Pursuits ofHappiness, pp.23-24. 
Jackson Turner Main, The Social Structure of Revolutionary America (Princelon: Princeton University Press 
pp.243-238; Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 125. ’ ’ 
5 6 
names and reading. In New England, more than 80 percent of the men could sign their 
names in the early eighteenth century and the proportion that was literate exceeded 
ninety percent by the beginning of the nineteenth century. A similar pattern of 
increasing literacy among whites was seen in the South. "In both regions literacy was 
more frequent among propertied than unpropertied men, but even the poor were often 
literate." Eighteenth-century Americans did try to educate themselves through other 
informal ways. Most of the parents at that time could read and write and therefore 
children could learn at home. Children could also be privately tutored by educated men 
for a low rate.'"" Though formal education was not available to all yet, the free 
circulation of information ensured that most Americans were not ignorant people 
without any awareness or knowledge about the place they lived. 
There was a wide circulation of newspaper in that period. The two decades 
between 1790 and 1810 witnessed an explosive growth in the number of newspapers 
in the country: from ninety to three hundred and seventy. By the end of the eighteenth 
century，newspapers in most cities became "openly partisan." Due to the growth of 
popular interest in politics, many towns in the middle states acquired their first journal 
in that period. Whether all classes read the newspaper cannot be known with any 
certainty, but the high educational value of newspapers is manifest. Newspapers of the 
day printed "not only laws and political information but a variety of economic, literary, 
and scientific matter." Therefore, in the plebeian rural world of William Manning, 
farmers were "generally sociable, literate, and preferred to be informed." They gained 
information not only through reading newspapers, but also through "word-of-mouth 
networks" where information was shared at public occasions such as church, court, or 
town-meetings. "The information was not necessarily accurate or timely, but since it 
"" 'Richard D. Brown, Knowledge is Power: The Diffusion of Information in Early America, 1700.1865 (New York Oxford 
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seldom demanded any action from local people, that made little difference. Its crucial 
importance lay in the fact that it connected the great world which lay beyond daily 
experience with the farmers' own local affairs.""'^ 
Also, in the North, farmers were often responsible for some positions within their 
towns. In the eighteenth century, farmers could be elected and participate in the 
governmental system as justices of the peace, representatives, militia officers, 
selectmen, deacons, tax assessors and probate agents, "just as gentlemen, merchants, 
and professionals did.，，隱 Manning had served as a selectman, town constable and tax 
collector of Billerica. All these facts show that eighteenth-century New England was 
an open society where plebeian farmers had access to the information they needed if 
they wished. It is no surprise that William Manning, though a farmer without much 
learning, could write two political tracts that were both thoughtful and insightful. 
Recent studies tell us that the plebeian world of eighteenth-century America was 
not as simple as earlier supposed. Farmers and their communities in colonial America 
possessed "dynamic, heterogeneous, even cosmopolitan elements of experience." 
Autodidacticism was rather common. Richard D. Brown made several case studies of 
eighteenth-century New England yeomen that illustrated the complexity of the 
farmers' lives. Joshua Hempstead was a farmer who could write his own diary. By his 
mid-thirties he had served as a selectman and on various town committees concerned 
with, among other things, the selection of a schoolmaster. He had even served as a 
representative to the Connecticut legislature.隱 
Samuel Lane, a farmer, tanner, shoemaker and whip maker lived in New 
Hampshire. He climbed up the social ladder through self-education. He had been a 
selectman, a deacon, a town clerk, a justice of the peace and later a one-term member 
" ” M a i n , The Social Structure of Revolutionary America, pp.261 -263; 1 latch, The Democratization of American Christianity, 
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of New Hampshire's provincial congress. He wrote a journal of his own. He read much 
and by using his knowledge, he "surmounted the limits of his location, origins, and 
livelihood to become a Yankee gentleman, albeit one with calloused hands.""" 
Matthew Patten, an immigrant from Ireland to New Hampshire, was elected town 
clerk. He kept a diary and he read. Though he was an ordinary farmer, his literacy level 
was not low, as proven by the work demanded in the public posts he competently filled. 
"As selectman and town clerk, written communications, where a precise text mattered, 
as in legal documents and public proclamations, played a substantial role in his 
experience." He actively served the local congress during the American Revolution. 
He was appointed as a justice of the peace and a judge of probate by the new state 
regime after the Revolution.'" 
Abner Sanger, a day labourer and farmer of Bendford, was neither prosperous nor 
a major local office holder as were Lane and Patten. Yet, he read books and newspaper, 
exchanged letters, and even drafted letters for others. He too wrote a journal."" 
James Paker, who was born and lived in Massachusetts, was much concerned 
with public affairs. In order to satisfy his own interest in regard to "state and national 
politics and diplomacy, as well as battles," Paker even contracted for a subscription to 
the Massachusetts Spy in 1778. By the end of the eighteenth century, he was active in 
social activities. He was a founding proprietor of the Shirley library society. He 
attended Harvard commencements and ordinations in neighboring towns. He was able 
to meet with "college graduates, professionals, gentlemen, and their imitators" which 
made him "turn to books to attain the requisite quotient of cultural literacy." He 
therefore became a reader and owner of books. 
" ' "Brown, Knowledge is Power, pp. 133, 135. 
" " Ib id . , pp. 140-142. 
" ' I b i d . , pp. 142-144. 
"Mbid . , pp. 145-146. 
Ib id . ,pp . l50-151. 
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Thomas Benjamin Hazard was a farmer and artisan of Rhode Island. He read 
books in his spare time. Though self-education, Hazard "was confidently literate, 
writing and receiving family letters routinely, even drafting them occasionally for 
others." In 1806, he was elected to the Rhode Island legislature "on a statewide 
Republican ticket.""' 
All the above examples prove that a mean background did not hinder any 
determined plebeian from attaining knowledge or even climbing up the social ladder. 
The life of Manning also provides evidence for this. The easy accessibility to printed 
works was important in stimulating Manning's concern about the political issues of his 
day and provoking him to think in a deeper and more systematic way. Though 
Manning claimed that he was "no great reader," his writings show that he did not 
depend only on his "tavern wit" in drafting the two economic and political documents. 
The influence of great political thinkers like John Locke, Montesquieu and Thomas 
Paine can be easily seen in Manning's works.丨丨5 Even if he did not read the original 
sources, he must have had contact with these ideas through articles in newspapers. In 
fact, "Some Proposals" and "The Key of Liberty" were responses to government 
policies of Manning's time - the former a response to Hamilton's certificate 
repayment policy in 1790, the latter to Jay's Treaty of 1794. This alone proves that 
Manning read newspapers and periodicals and closely followed national issues. 
To Manning, all governments rested on a conflict between two orders, the Few 
and the Many. Such a belief emerges clearly in "Some Proposals" and is fully 
elaborated in "The Key of Liberty." As Merrill and Wilentz have pointed out, "This 
distinction between the Few and the Many was a commonplace at the end of the 
eighteenth century.，，丨…Manning seems to have been particularly influenced by one 
‘ ” B r o w n , Knowledge is Power, pp. 153-156. 
See Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," pp.55-57. 
"“Merr i l l and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," p.4. 
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Benjamin Lincoln, Jr., an essay writer who published articles in the Independent 
Chronicle under the pseudonym "Free Republican.""^ All this intellectual ferment and 
activity must be attributed to the "print revolution" in the 179()s "which brought a 
proliferation of newspapers, periodicals, and inexpensive books to an ever-growing 
audience." "Plebeian autodidacticism" was not uncommon at the time and Manning 
was surely one of the best examples of it."^ 
The Economic Settings 
Although he called himself "a Laborer" in "The Key of Liberty," Manning was 
not an ordinary laborer for he not only had a deep concern in politics, but also 
possessed a rather comprehensive knowledge on the running of the economy. 
Manning's own experience in daily life helped to foster his ideas. In his first political 
article，"Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the Original Creditors of 
Government," Manning showed his acquaintance with economic affairs. He offered a 
clear opinion about the settlement on the amounts of repayment to the creditors, 
suggested the issuing of paper money with a set value, proposed a tax system to "keep 
up the value of the money," and advocated the setting of "a scale of depreciation" on 
paper money and of a system of dispute judgement. He had a clear sense of the nature 
of money and even gave a definition of it, which sounds more like an economist rather 
than "a laborer." He said, 
Money is not property when considered in itself, but only a 
representative thereof and is simply this: a thing of lighter carriage 
than property which a man may carry in his pocket and use to 
purchase anything he wants therewith, whether for necessity, 
convenience, or comfort. It matters not what is made use of for a 
medium, provided it will pass currently. 
117 Though it must be pointed out that Lincoln believed the deslruction of free governments was due to the "licentiousness of the 
Many’，and advocated the consolidation of the power of the Few, while Manning believed the destruction was caused by "the 
unreasonable dispositions and combinations of the Few, and the ignorance and carelessness of the Many." See Merrill and Wilentz 
"William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," p.36 ； Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 127-128 Hatch believed ’ 
thai Manning was influenced by the ideas he read in the articles by Benjamin Austin in the Indepcndcm Chronicle Austin was a 
广 cal writer who embraced egalitarian principles. Hatch, The Democratization ofAmerican ChristianUy, pp.25-27. 
Mernll and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," p.50. ’ 
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He further asserted, "Money is generally (and rightly) called the blood of the 
community, and whenever it is kept out of circulation the people are injured by it.，，丨… 
Manning's concrete concept of money and beliefs about running the economy did 
not come from any theory of economists. Rather it originated from his own 
observation and real experience in daily life. Manning was both a farmer and a 
tavern-keeper. The place where Manning lived was "a level, fertile farmstead near the 
Concord River, about four miles from its junction with the Merrimac." His house was 
"situated …on the main road between the seacoast and the upper Merrimac Valley" and 
therefore it was advantageous for the Mannings to run a tavern there. Samuel Eliot 
Morison believed that Manning "was fairly well-off, by the frugal standards of his 
day.，，Merrill and Wilentz have pointed out that the "dense network of commercial 
exchanges and local trading partnerships" did "shape Manning's thinking about 
politics and economics." "The more that men like Manning turned to the opportunities 
presented by the commercial markets, the more vulnerable they became to fluctuations 
in the terms of trade, the state of credit, and government fiscal and monetary policy." 
Owing to such exposure to daily economic activities, "Manning was able to apply his 
own experience in trade to the larger problem of national fiscal policy without simply 
parroting the established wisdom."'"" 
In fact, the source of Manning's economic knowledge was not confined to daily 
local activities. Manning lived through a subtle economic change that was occurring in 
eighteenth-century New England. Initially, economic development in New England 
evolved at a comparatively slow pace since most settlers had no source of income 
"“Wil l iam Manning, "Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the Original Creditors of Government and to Help to the 
Continent l o a Medium of Trade," in Merrill and Wilentz, eds.’ The Key of Liberty, pp. 102-103, 106-107. In "The Key of 
Liberty,，，Manning repealed such concept: "Money is not property of itself, but only the representative of property. Silver and gold 
are not so valuable as iron and steel for real use, but receive all of their value from the use that is made of them as a medium of 
trade. Money is simply this; a thing of lighter carriage than property that has an established value set upon it either by law or 
general consent." Manning, “The Key of Liberty," p. 136. 
Morison, ed., "William Manning's T h e Key of Libberty, '" pp.202-2()3; Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the 
Invent丨on ot American Politics, “ pp.11,13, 38, sec also pp.丨 1 -14 for an account of the trading pattern of Manning's society 
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Other than cereal agriculture and animal husbandry, which could only yield modest 
profits. Except the port centers of Boston and Salem, the wealth structure of the New 
England colonies in the seventeenth century was rather equitable in comparison with 
that of the Chesapeake colonies. Though mainly involved in the agricultural economy, 
settlers in New England were able to produce surpluses of grains, meat, dairy and 
orchard products to use as exchange for some other things they could not produce 
themselves. By the end of the seventeenth century, the New England societies were 
developing their commercial characters. The merchants began "to link the producers 
and consumers of the interior towns of New England to the larger world economy."'"' 
Due to the growing commercialization, regional specialization emerged in 
seventeenth-century New England: 
As time went on...the timber industry came to center in New 
Hampshire and Maine, grain production tended to concentrate in the 
breadbasket areas of the Connecticut River valley and in Middlesex 
and eastern Worcester Country in Massachusetts, grazing and 
livestock production in hilly and rocky regions and along the 
southern coast of New England, and dairying in areas near urban 
centers. The Narragansett region of Rhode Island was particularly 
noted for its large estates, which concentrated on raising stock, 
especially horses, and dairy farming.'" 
The increasingly commercial character was obvious even in the inland areas of 
Massachusetts. The agricultural societies within mid-eighteenth-century 
Massachusetts were interdependent. Individual farmers had to produce food for home 
consumption as well as for sale or exchange in the local economic networks. Inland 
commercial and administrative centers in Worcester and Springfield, Massachusetts 
developed into important secondary commercial centers in the 1740s and 1750s. 
Commercialization brought wealth to the New England colonies. It also eroded the 
economic egalitarian character of the place. In the eighteenth century, rural areas in 
New England saw an increasing concentration of property in fewer hands. By the 
' ' ' G r e e n e , Pursuits of Happiness, pp .25 ,61 , 62. 
122 Ibicl.’ p.68. 
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176()s and 1770s the richest thirty percent owned between sixty-five and seventy-five 
percent of the total wealth. The pressure of population growth worsened the situation. 
The third and fourth generations of New England were usually adult males with 
minimal property. By the middle of the eighteenth century as many as a third of the 
adult males in most communities were landless labourers.'"'' 
Manning witnessed the change. It is no surprise that in the two political tracts 
written in the 179()s he complained about the social division between the Few and the 
Many. Early in 1790 when he wrote his first political tract, Manning observed that "as 
the interests and property of the Few consist chiefly in rents, money at interest, salaries, 
and fees - which are established on money and which come out of the Many — they are 
interested in having money scarce and the prices of things as low as possible." To 
Manning, controlling the circulation of money was an effective way the Few used to 
consolidate their status. The scarcity of money would bring the Many "into wants and 
necessities" and oblige them to come to the Few "for justice, mercy, and forbearance." 
The Few would gain much from such situation. “ …[I]t not only doubles the value of 
their fees but adds double and treble to their employments." In 1799, Manning 
repeated such ideas in his "The Key of Liberty." He stated that the difference of the 
Few and the Many in money matters lay in “the great scuffle between the Few and the 
Many.，，He observed that "the fall of the price of labor and produce, and the scarcity of 
money, always bring the Many into distress and compel them into a state of 
dependence on the Few for favors and assistances in a thousand ways." If money 
circulated freely, the Many "would pay their debts and enjoy the good of their labors 
without being dependent on the Few for assistance." Also, if the prices of things were 
high, the Few, who "doth not work and lives high," would "soon spend all his 
property.，，The Few tried to keep their supreme status by regulating the economy. 
Greene, Pursuits of Happiness, pp.66-67, 69, 72. 
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Manning therefore opposed any institutional intervention in it: 
Another thing by which the Few often distress and injure the Many 
and make business for their party is by artfully managing money or 
the medium of trade. Instead of trying to keep it at an even value and 
in free circulation, and instead of trying to keep public and private 
credit good, with a free trade to all parts of the world - which it is the 
business and duty of government to do - they are interested in doing 
directly the reverse, and have it in their power to do it in numerous 
way. 
He even charged that the Few who suggested the establishment of banks and the 
issuing of public securities were "to enslave the country." In fact, the economic 
policies of the Federalist Government in the 179()s were regarded by Manning as being 
designed by the Few for such purpose - "such as the Excise Act, Stamp Act, land tax, 
the alien and sedition bills; also, their zeal and preparations for war and for a standing 
army. All of these things are needlessly and evidently calculated to increase the 
numbers and salaries and fees of the Few."'''^ 
It is clear that Manning did not condemn commercial markets. He did not think 
the root of injustice was material inequality or equalizing property could cure that 
injustice. What he condemned much was the inequality caused by the manipulation by 
the Few. A closer look reveals that the economy of Manning's town, Billerica, was not 
simply a yeoman economy in the eighteenth century. It was rather complicated, and far 
different from what we usually imagine. Commercial markets appeared in the place he 
lived and he saw the benefits of such economy. The study of Winifred B. Rothenberg 
reveals this. Through a careful analysis of probated decedents in Middlesex County of 
Massachusetts, the place where Billerica is located, Rothenberg showed that in the 
middle of the eighteenth century, Massachusetts witnessed the development of a 
regional capital market. The samples used by Rothenberg show that the majority of the 
Middlesex County population were farmers. Yet, most of these farmers had by-
employments, engaging different artisan crafts and professions. This reflected the 
� Manning, "Some Proposals ," pp.112, 114; Manning, "The Key of Liberty, " p p . 136-137, 141-142’ 152. 
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complexity of the economy there and the blurring of distinction between agriculture 
and commerce严 
Investment opportunities were plentiful in Middlesex County because at the close 
of the Revolutionary War, securities appeared in Massachusetts for the first time. 
Securities arose because the internal improvements after independence increased and 
this increase led to the need for innovative and reliable sources of borrowed capital to 
finance the projects. The inhabitants there could buy shares in infrastructure 
investments, banks and even insurance companies. Holding of securities became 
important and constituted a part of financial assets of the population in the 
Massachusetts countryside in the late eighteenth century严 
Due to the increase in the variety of investment opportunities, notions about 
money experienced an immense change. The concept of interest as the "improvement" 
of money occurred in the mid-eighteenth century. The lending of money, as a result of 
the re-defined concept of interest, became a kind of investment instead of "mutual aid 
among men." Interest was even treated as the money value of time, when the courts 
began to charge interest for delayed services or delayed payments of money. Interest 
was also treated as the price of money, as can be seen in the increased incidence of 
interest charges and market determination of the level of rates between the colonial 
and early national periods. The economy was complicated even more by the rise of a 
notion of negotiability since the colonial period. The passing of credit instruments 
became prevalent in post-Revolution Massachusetts due to the shortage of currency. 
The word "indorsement" appeared for the first time in some credit instruments for 
scheduled payments of principle and interest. These instruments were negotiable and 
Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," p.60; Winifred B. Rotheriberg “The 
Hinergence of a Capital Market in Rural Massachusetts, 1730-1838" in Ronald Hof fman , John J. McC'usker, Russell R Menard 
Peter J. Albert, eds., The Economy of Early America: The Revolutionary Period, 1763-1790 (Charlottesville. The Universitv 
Press of Virginia, 1988), pp.131. ， 
'““Kothenberg, "The Emergence ol. a Capital Market in Rural Massachusetts, 1730-1838, ” pp. 135-137. 
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their transfer involved the computation of interest.'"^ 
Credit was important in an agricultural economy due to the characteristics of 
farming, with its long production periods and uncertainties. Studies of the mobility of 
capital also prove the thickening (the increase in the numbers of credit partners) and 
widening (the increase in the numbers of distant credit partners) of credit networks in 
the Middlesex County. An analysis of the portfolio composition of Massachusetts 
contemporaries showed that in the period from 1730 to 1838，there was a striking 
increase in borrowing, lending, and the shift of wealth shares from physical to 
financial assets across the wealth spectrum. The rise of a capital market in rural 
Massachusetts was due to "the displacement by financial assets of embodied physical 
capital, the shift in the composition of rural assets away from cattle and implements 
and toward evanescent forms of wealth whose liquidity is enhanced by the collective 
willingness to make that shift."'"" From the picture provided by Rothenberg, it seems 
that eighteenth-century Massachusetts was not only experiencing commercialization. 
It was moving towards a modern financial economy. Living within such an economic 
environment, one could become familiar with the running of a modern economy even 
without reading the works of Adam Smith. The myth about Manning's sound 
economic knowledge can therefore be solved. 
At the end of the eighteenth century, the economy of the colonial South seems 
less sophisticated than that of the North. An historian has written that the South was 
almost wholly agrarian from the colonial period right up to the decades following 
Reconstruction. Exaggerated though the claim may be, an agrarian economy was the 
dominant scene south of the Chesapeake Bay from the colonial period onward. The 
Virginia economy was representative of most of the South. Joseph A. Ernst has found 
' ' 'Ko thenbe rg , "The Emergence of a Capital Market in Rural Massachusetts, 1730-1818 ” pn 137-14) 
Ibid., pp. 142-155. 一 
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that the economy of Virginia in the mid-eighteenth century was rather simple. It lacked 
a major urban hub and an independent trading community尸 The main economic 
activity in Virginia was plantation agriculture and the main product was tobacco. Yet, 
to speak of the South as characterized by a simple agrarian economy does not mean 
that it was a closed, static and self-sufficient system. Rather, plantation agriculture in 
Virginia was directed at a European market. Foreign trade was the motivating force 
behind Virginia's agriculture. 
Within a decade after its initial settlement in 1607，Virginia was organized for the 
production of tobacco for the great European market. The Virginia economy in the 
colonial period had a tight relationship with Britain in particular. Tobacco did bring a 
huge profit to Virginia. In the middle of the eighteenth century, British imports of 
tobacco from the Chesapeake reached seventy million pounds by weight and then rose 
to eighty-five million in 1760. Yet the profits from tobacco were not that stable. In 
1760 and 1761, the planters of Virginia and Maryland suffered from a glut of tobacco 
which in turned caused a great decline in its price. When British markets were 
depressed, tobacco exports also fell, as happened in the period 1763-1765.'^" 
Because of the close ties, the plantation in Virginia was rather responsive to 
European demand. In 1767 and 1768 demand for wheat and flour from the American 
colonies increased because there were crop failures in Europe. Many planters in 
Virginia began to diversify their crops in order to cope with the fluctuation in tobacco 
prices. Nonetheless, at the end of 1760s tobacco still remained Virginia's primary 
export, accounting for more than seventy percent of the value of total exports."丨 
In fact, the planters of the South were rather flexible in acquiring their wealth. As 
' ' ' S t ephenson , A Basic History of the Old South ’ pp.10-11; Joseph A. Ernst, "The Political Economy of the Chesapeake 
Colonies, 1760-1775: A Study in Comparative History" in Ronald Hoffman, John J. McCusker, Russell R. Menard, Peler J. Albert, 
eds” The Economy of Early America: The Revolutionary Period, 1763-1790 (Charlottesville: The University ['ress of Virginia, 
1988), p.209. 
二('M(;I$ne’ 沪 o f Happiness, p. 10 ； Ernst, "The Political Economy of the Chesapeake Colonies, 1760-1775, “ pp. 197-199, 
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Jan Lewis has found, the great southern fortunes were not only built by tobacco 
planting. Commerce, land speculation, and money lending also played a role. "The 
most successful planters in the eighteenth century were entrepreneurs and merchants 
in addition." The Chesapeake region witnessed a process of economic development 
and diversification in the middle of the eighteenth century. Due to the unprecedented 
rise in the demand for food among the growing populations of Europe and the West 
Indies，more and more labour resources were channeled into grain production. By the 
late 173()s, Virginia alone was annually producing a sufficient surplus to enable it to 
export 122,433 bushels of corn and 35,428 bushels of wheat. By the late 1760s， 
Virginia was exporting nearly 3,()()() tons of flour and bread annually. Between 1716 
and 1733, the Chesapeake colonies had begun to produce significant amounts of pig 
iron. By the 173()s, they were exporting nearly 2,200 tons per year to Britain. 
Shipbuilding also became an important industry in the Chesapeake due to the 
increasing coastwise trade in grains.'-^" 
Change occurred, but Virginians still placed a high value on the agricultural 
economy. The planters' efforts in reforming agricultural practices offer evidence of 
this. The revival of agriculture in the upper South in the second half of the eighteenth 
century after a period of decline started in Virginia. The Virginia planters reformed 
agricultural practices by adopting and adapting techniques learned from the English. 
Washington attempted to improve the tillage of Mount Vernon by practicing crop 
rotation and introducing new crops. Jefferson invented a superior moldboard for a 
plow and experimented with crop rotation. Other prominent Virginia agricultural 
reformers like John A. Binns, Fielding Lewis, Thomas Mann Randolph (Jefferson's 
son-in-law) and John Taylor also made their own contributions.'^^ Agriculture was still 
Ernst, "The Political Economy of the Chesapeake Colonies, 1760-1775," pp.218-220, 228. 
1 义 wis, The Pursuit of Happiness , p . l l l ; Greene, Pursuits ofHappiness, pp.86-87. 
Eaton, The Growth of Southern Civilization, pp. 177-178. 
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the economic mainstay of Virginia. 
Such a setting exerted a great influence on Jefferson's economic thought. Being 
brought up in an agricultural society, he saw the implications of the yeoman economy 
and its relation to liberality and independence. It is well known that his economic and 
political thought was closely tied with the existence of the wilderness and of surplus 
land in America. Historians have frequently quoted the words from Jefferson's Query 
XIX of Notes on the State of Virginia in this regard: 
Those who labour in the earth are the chosen people of God, if ever 
he had a chosen people, whose breasts he has made his peculiar 
deposit for substantial and genuine virtue. It is the focus in which he 
keeps alive that sacred fire, which otherwise might escape from the 
face of the earth. Corruption of morals in the mass of cultivators is a 
phaenomenon of which no age nor nation has furnished an 
example.丨 34 
His fifty-acre proposal was an attempt to make use of such wilderness to ensure the 
people both economic independence and political freedom. In Jefferson's first 
presidential inaugural address he gloried in the vast area of land in America, sufficient 
"for our descendants to the thousandth and thousandth generation.”'、，Agriculture was 
regarded as the most ideal form of economy, one which ensured the freedom of the 
whole country. 
Many historians have observed this character in Jefferson's thinking. His yeoman 
ideal so impressed scholars that Hofstadter coined the term "agrarian myth" in 1955 to 
depict this distinctive American culture. Jefferson became an outstanding 
representative of such a myth. Leo Marx called Jefferson's vision of good life 
"pastoral" to broaden the meaning of Jefferson's advocacy of "the small, family-sized 
farm.，，This pastoral image of Jefferson emphasized his rejection of market values in 
the realization of the good l i f e， 
Yet, Jefferson was not a die-hard idealist insisting on his pastoral vision. The 
' ' ' J e f f e r son , Notes on the Slate of Virginia, Query XIX，in PeUerson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings p ?90 
’Jefferson, First Inaugural Address, 4 March 1801, in ibid., p.494. . ， 
Hofstadter，The Age of Reform ’ pp.23-26; Marx, The Machine in the Garden, pp. 125-126; Matthews, The Radical PolUics of 
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commercial character of the Virginia economy and the economic diversification that 
occurred in eighteenth-century Virginia also helped foster Jefferson's practical views 
in regard to the national economy. He did admit the importance of manufacture and 
commerce. Having served as President of the United States for several months, he 
spoke favorably of "the four pillars of our prosperity" - namely, "agriculture, 
manufactures, commerce, and navigation." In 1809, he wrote that "the good sense" of 
his countrymen would enable them to see that the country's "greatest prosperity" 
would depend upon "a due balance between agriculture, manufactures and 
commerce.，，137 When Jefferson saw the need for the development of a market economy 
in order to keep the independence of the United States from the European countries, he 
advocated it: 
Shall we make our own comforts, or go without them, at the will of a 
foreign nation? He, therefore, who is now against domestic 
manufacture, must be for reducing us either to dependence on that 
foreign nation, or to be clothed in skins, and to live like wild beasts 
in dens and caverns. I am not one of these; experience has taught me 
that manufactures are now as necessary to our independence as to 
our comfort严 
On such a foundation, Joyce Appleby argued that Jefferson did embrace the capitalist 
development of the United States. The increase of the European demand for American 
grains during the Founding Period "under-girded Jefferson's optimism about 
America's future as a progressive, prosperous, democratic nation." Jefferson's vision, 
hence, should be understood as "both democratic and capitalistic, agrarian and 
commercial.""' In fact, the economic setting of eighteenth-century Virginia was also a 
source for capitalistic notions in Jefferson's thought. 
Thomas Jefferson, pp.51 -52. 
M l e ^ o n ’ First Annual Message, 8 December 1801, in Fellerson, ed., rhomas.Jefferson: Writings’ p.5()7; Jefferson to Thomas 
Leiper，21 January 1809’ in Adrienne Koch and William Pcden, ed., The Life and Selected Writings of Thomas Jefferson (New 
York: The Modern Library, 1972), p.594. ‘ ^ 
I；'' Jefferson t() Benjamin Austin, 9 January 1816, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings p 1171 
Appleby L/fet^rafow and Republicanism in the Historical Imagination, pp.257-260, 269. See Appleby, CapUalLm, and a 
yVeiv Socml Order tor an analysis on the relationship between capitalism and the rise of Jeffersonian republican vision 
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The Political Settings 
Jefferson had his own ideals and aspirations. His background and the political 
setting of Virginia ensured that Jefferson would be in a position to realize his ideas 
through political participation. In Virginia, the planters were not only economically 
dominant. Their status was assured and they ruled Virginia "as by prescriptive right." 
The government of Virginia, from the first settlement to the Revolution, "was 
aristocratic, even oligarchic." Its aristocratic nature can be seen in all parts of the 
colonial Virginia government. The Council of State at the peak of the Virginia 
government was composed of a small body of the highest-ranking men in the colony. 
The members of this council constituted the Upper House in the Assembly. They also 
possessed the judicial power since they sat as a General Court to hear the most serious 
criminal and civil cases in the colony. They had the prerogative of being exempt from 
arrest and from certain levies ."" Since the great planters filled the majority of political 
posts, their status was reminiscent of that of an ancient aristocracy. 
Virginia's judicial power resided in the county courts, which were created in the 
mid-1630s to establish “a uniform system of justice" and to serve as "a visible 
institutional location for the embodiment and exertion of legitimate authority." The 
county courts conducted in the judicial mode a great deal of business. Members of the 
ruling elite held the seats of the county courts and parish vestries. They served without 
salary and filled their own vacancies by co-optation. "They thus simultaneously 
embodied 'liberality' and the rightful rule of those distinguished by property, family, 
and learning from the common folk. Command of the law sustained the social 
supremacy of the gentry.""^' 
Virginia's legislative powers were located in the House of Burgesses. The 
Wright, The First Gentlemen of Virginia, pp.2, 39, 53. 
Greene, PursuUs of Happiness, p. 17; Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia, p. 133. 
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journals of the House of Burgesses reveal that the legislature possessed a broad power: 
‘‘It received and settled claims against the public purse, and it regulated and arbitrated 
the location of ferries, tobacco-inspection warehouses, courthouses, and the 
boundaries of local jurisdictions." The politics of Virginia were monopolized by the 
oligarchy of great planters who controlled the House of Burgesses. The "Robinson 
party，，represented tidewater tobacco interests between the Potomac and the James 
Rivers and was an important political force from 1 7 2 5 严 
This aristocratic political background provided Thomas Jefferson the opportunity 
to rise, first as a local political figure and later as a prominent national figure. To be 
sure，Jefferson's family was not among the first families of Virginia. Thomas 
Jefferson's great-grandfather had been only a farmer. Peter Jefferson, father of 
Thomas Jefferson, only inherited some land, several horses and two slaves from his 
father. It was Peter who through his own efforts accumulated a wealth of about 7,500 
acres of land and sixty slaves. Thus it was thanks to his father that Thomas Jefferson 
ranked as a gentleman of Virginia."^' This status of gentleman was a prerequisite for 
political participation. 
By the close of the Revolutionary generation, there were about forty thousand 
adult males who were qualified to vote for representatives to the House of Burgesses. 
The politics were shaped by the "interplay of aristocratic and democratic forces": 
“The gentry provided candidates and guidance in choosing among them; lesser 
freeholders determined what gentlemen should be chosen." In the 176()s, Virginia 
witnessed the rise of a group of politicians out of the interplay of these two forces, that 
later formed the Revolutionary coalition. Members of this group included Richard 
Henry-Lee, Patrick Henry, Thomas Jefferson and George Washington. Jefferson 
Isaac, The rransfortmtion of Virginia，pp. 134-135; Ernst, “The Political Economy of the Chesapeake Colonies 1760-177S-
A Study in Comparat ive History," p.2()0. ’ … 
I 义 wis，The Pursuit of Happiness, p . l . For an account of J e f f e r son ' s family, see Malone, Jefferson and His Time, Vol. 1， 
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entered politics through election to the House of Burgesses in 1769.丨This marked the 
beginning of his prominence. 
In regard to political participation, Manning was less fortunate, although it is 
likely that as an obedient plebeian he had no political ambition. Even had he possessed 
such ambition, there was no opportunity in Massachusetts for a plebeian to rise. The 
Puritan colonies in New England were presided over by groups of established secular 
and clerical leaders who came from the mother country. The colonies were shaped, in 
fact, by a "process of reimplantation" of political and religious authority and social 
status from England to the New World. This process was quite successful in that there 
was no serious disruption. Greene has observed the difference in politics between the 
South and the North in the colonial period: "Unlike the hothouse elites that sprang up 
among the winners in the race for tobacco profits in the early Chesapeake, New 
England leaders at both the local and provincial levels were to a significant degree 
during the first decades people who had brought all the traditional attributes of 
sociopolitical authority with them to the New World." 
Even so, New England politics was not an oligarchy dominated by leaders who 
came from the Old World. Since all freemen in the New England colonies were 
initially defined as church members with assumed full civil rights, they were the 
parties to "the social covenants" on which the colonies were based. The proportion of 
freemen constituted about sixty to seventy percent of the adult male population in most 
towns. Thus, the potential for political participation was "extraordinary high." 
Governments in New England were not as authoritarian as those in the South. In 1641, 
the Puritans in Massachusetts drew up and enacted as legislation a "Body of Liberties" 
Chapters 1 and 2. 
^^Stephensx)n, A Basic History of the Old South ’ p.43; Ernst, “The Political Economy ol" the Chesapeake Colonies, 1760-177S. 
A Study in Comparative History ”； Malone, Jefferson and His Time, Vol. 1 ’ p. 129. “ 
|4_�Greene, Pursuits of Happiness, p.24. 
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defining the rights of subjects so as to prevent the infringement of ruling authority， 
The second half of the seventeenth century witnessed a shift of political power in 
New England. Political power became increasingly related to economic power. 
"Increasingly after 1670, successful merchants and farmers constituted a new 
economically based elite, which exerted an influence greatly disproportionate to their 
numbers in the public life of Massachusetts and to a lesser extent in Connecticut, New 
Hampshire, and Rhode Island." It was "wealth and property," rather than "piety," that 
determined the political leadership and participation. Rivalries among the elite became 
fiercer and the consensual politics of the past was fading away. In the eighteenth 
century, wealthy inhabitants tended to monopolize public office. This phenomenon 
was observable especially in towns with more developed economic structures"? 
It was against this background that William Manning saw the conflicts and 
rivalries among the social elite, the inequality between the Few and Many in both 
economic and political sense, and the oppressions exerted by the Few upon the Many. 
Without the means to gain political power, the only way to express his discontent and 
offer his suggestions for rescuing society was to write. Manning's two important tracts, 
"Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the Original Creditors of Government" 
and "The Key of Liberty" were the products of this social context. 
From the examples of Virginia and Massachusetts, we can see that the social, 
economic, intellectual and political settings among the colonies of America in the 
Revolutionary era were very different. Differences also appeared in the lives of the 
elite and the masses within each colony. Eighteenth-century Virginia was a place with 
clear order distinctions. The wealthy were beneficiaries of all the precious things in 
|4“ (^eene，Pursuits of Happiness, pp.24-25; Morgan, ed., PurUan Political Ideas, p.xxv; "The Masschusetls Body of Liberties ” 
in iciem, pp. 177-203. : ， 
147 Greene, Pursuits of Happiness, pp.64, 70-71. 
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life — education, social status and even political power. Jefferson was a statesman from 
such a background. His wealth assured him a prominent position in society and his 
education shaped his liberal mind. Eighteenth-century Massachusetts, on the other 
hand, was a Puritan land, in the process of losing its missionary ideals. Manning was a 
plebeian farmer living in an agrarian economy that was experiencing the strains and 
stresses of emergent capitalism. His thinking was shaped by the religious paradigm 
that had grown on the rocky New England soil. At the same time, he saw the negative 
consequences brought above by secularization. 
In such a situation, one may wonder how the national consensus was established 
when the colonies decided to break the ties with Britain in 1776 and founded "The 
United States." Yet, the American Revolution was a key moment when it laid down the 
important principles on which the national identity was based. The 1776 Revolution 
changed the lives of both Jefferson and Manning immensely. Jefferson became a 
revolutionary figure and later a national statesman who held important posts in the 
federal government. Manning, after having participated in the war against Britain, 
became politically conscious and served actively in the town government. By the 
179()s, both of them were concerned about the Federalists' policies, though the 
difference in their social positions was still great. It was in this moment that we find 
the common ground where the patrician and the plebeian shared with each other. 
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IV. “The Plot” - Hamilton's Policies and Jay's Treaty 
Despite such a great contrast between the lives of Manning and Jefferson, two 
incidents made a dialogue between this plebeian and this patrician possible -
Hamilton's Report on the Public Credit and Jay's Treaty. These two incidents 
provoked William Manning, who at the time seems to have been free from any public 
service, to write the two articles that provide the foundation for our understanding 
about his ideas. Jefferson, Secretary of State when Hamilton's report was made and a 
famous national figure, although temporarily retired from the political scene when 
Jay's Treaty was debated, left many remarks of his own on these two issues. It is as a 
result of these two incidents that the ideas of the plebeian and the patrician intersected. 
Comparing and contrasting their different responses to these incidents enriches our 
understanding of America in the late eighteenth century. 
"Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the Original Creditors of 
Government" 
During the American Revolution, the Continental Congress issued loan 
certificates and government bonds to finance the Revolutionary War. After the war, 
most of the certificates fell into the hands of moneyed men, who bought these bonds at 
a much lower price than that paid by their original holders. In January 1790, Alexander 
Hamilton, then Secretary of the Treasury, produced his "Report on the Public Credit" 
proposing to redeem these bonds at their face value. No compensation would be made 
to the original bond holders. This meant that only those moneyed bearers, essentially 
speculators, who had bought the bonds at a reduced price would profit. 
In this report, Hamilton acknowledged that some people requested a distinction 
be made between original holders and present possessors in redemption. He rejected 
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this suggestion because he regarded it "as equally unjust and impolitic; as highly 
injurious, even to the original holders of public securities; as ruinous to public credit." 
Hamilton thought that compensating the original holders would be "inconsistent with 
justice, because, in the first place, it is a breach of contract 一 a violation of the rights of 
a fair purchaser." To Hamilton, an original holder had sold the security, his own 
property, to the other "for as much as it may be worth in the market." The buyer 
therefore had "the same right" to obtain "the identical sum expressed in the security." 
“The buyer had no agency in it, and therefore ought not to suffer. He is not even 
chargeable with having taken an undue advantage. He paid what the commodity was 
worth in the market, and took the risks of reimbursement upon himself."''^' 
Many original holders had been forced to sell their certificates due to the bad 
economic situation after the 1776 Revolution. Hamilton admitted the fact, but claimed 
“some of them did it either through want of confidence in an eventual provision, or 
from the allurements of some profitable speculation." It was difficult and in fact 
impossible to discriminate among these different groups of original holders. Moreover, 
it would be unjust to make compensation to those original holders who had profited by 
their first sale. Therefore, Hamilton insisted that it was only the present bearers of 
these securities who should be compensated."' Manning opposed Hamilton's proposal 
and responded to it with his tract, "Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the 
Original Creditors of Government." 
Manning's article was dated "February the 6"\ 1790," not more than a month after 
Hamilton had submitted his report to the Congress. That Manning could write such a 
thoughtful and well-organized proposal within such a short period indicates that he 
had followed the whole issue closely for a certain time. Manning claimed that he had 
Alexande; Hamilton, “ Report on the Public Credit, ” 9 January 1790, in Richard B. Morris, ed” Alexander Hamilton and the 
hounding of the Nation (New York: The Dial Press, 1957), np 293-^94 
14” Ibid., pp.294-295. 
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"a serious consideration of the affair" after "reading the many altercations, proposals, 
and disputes in the public papers about finding and the manner of paying the 
continental and state debts." Yet he clarified that, “I am not an original creditor nor 
anyway interested in the decision of it more than as a member of the society."''^" 
Manning described Hamilton's proposal as a set of "measures so glaringly 
unjust." If the plan was executed, that is, "paying the whole sum of the debt to its 
present holders," Manning believed that "it would eventually prove the destruction of 
our dear-bought liberties and of all the state governments." His position in this issue 
was clear. He did not object to repaying the present holders, but argued it would be 
unfair if the original holders received nothing. He insisted that the original holders 
should be compensated because it was their property which they deserved to get back. 
Manning pointed out that everyone should have the right to dispose of their own 
property according to their own will. If the government had promised to pay back the 
original creditors from the beginning and these creditors still decided to sell their 
securities at a lower price, "in that case the government would in justice have been 
obliged to pay the full sum to the bearer, and the original creditor would not have had 
any reason to complain of being taxed to redeem them - for they did as they pleased 
with their property." But it was not the case. The original holders did not act 
voluntarily in selling their certificates "under par." The soldiers after the American 
Revolution were "discharged and sent home to their needy families with nothing but 
certificates stating that there was so much due to them from a government that had 
broken its promises so many times already and had neither funds established nor time 
set for the payment thereof." Moreover, the government did not make any concrete 
promise to the certificate holders, nor could the holders expect any interest or principal 
from the government. It was not until the introduction of Hamilton's plan that the 
'•“ Manning, "Some Proposals ," pp.97, 99. 
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government expressed its intention of settling the issue. More than that, before 
Hamilton's plan was announced, the government obliged the same group of people to 
pay their private debts and taxes in hard money. Hence, they had to sell the certificates 
to fulfil their obligations. Once again, the original holders did not sell their certificates 
voluntarily.� Manning therefore opposed to Hamilton's plan and insisted that the 
original holders should be compensated. Behind such suggestion there was a belief 
that government should be responsible for the protection of people's property. All 
people should have the liberty to dispose of their property, but if the government 
forced them to forsake their own property and thus incur losses, the government 
should compensate them for those losses. 
Besides upholding justice, Manning also was concerned about the credibility of 
the government. If Hamilton's plan were executed, the government's credit would be 
hurt since those who had once helped the government when in need were not 
compensated. "No person in his senses would trust such a government when in distress 
a second time. The only way to maintain public or private credit is to do justice to the 
original creditors and make restitution and compensation to those who helped us in 
time of need as soon as we are able." Manning sympathized with the original holders 
because they had really contributed to the American Revolution. They were originally 
"the middling sort of people." Due to "the scarcity of money and the goodness of 
private credit" before the Revolutionary War they became indebted to "the great men," 
the creditors. While these creditors, Manning believed, were those who were against 
the Revolutionary War，or even joined the enemy side, the debtors had been friendly to, 
and supportive of the government. Therefore, Manning wrote, “I think if the measures 
of government must favor one side or the other, the debtors ought to have it."'"'^ -
Manning, "Some Proposals ,"pp.99-101. 
' " I b i d . , pp. 101, 115-116. 
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After explaining his ground of opposition, Manning then suggested his own plan 
to settle the issue. Accordingly, two-fifths of the certificate value should be paid to the 
present holders while the remaining three-fifths of their value should be paid to the 
original holders. Being aware that the use of hard money caused a great inconvenience 
and even distress to the public, Manning asked for the issuing of paper money to ease 
the transaction. At the same time, he was aware of the unstable nature of paper money. 
In order to stabilize the value of paper money, he suggested taxes of all kinds should be 
raised to maintain the value of the money. "And if the money should depreciate so as 
not to do justice to the creditors, let it be detained in the Treasury until it will fetch its 
just value." He also asked the government to establish a scale of depreciation and a 
means for dispute resolution to solve the problems brought about by the nature of 
paper money itself. 
In "Some Proposals," Manning also described three other plans that had been 
suggested by his contemporaries to solve the redemption problems in place of 
Hamilton's restitution plan. The first one suggested that there should be no redemption 
payment, but a tax should be granted for that purpose to be paid in orders and 
certificates. The people could purchase the securities under par from the creditors. 
Manning opposed to this plan because he thought it "would operate very unjustly." 
Those in need of money would sell the securities at the lowest level. Those who were 
"more able" would keep the securities "till the last and get the full value of those that 
[were] least able to pay." Also, hawkers and sharpers might gain much during these 
transactions. Another suggestion was to reduce the value of the public securities and 
fund them at their present going value. Manning also opposed this plan for "this would 
be an evident and bare-faced breach of faith in government, which would destroy all 
their credit in future." The last one suggested the certificates be redeemed at one-half 
Manning, "Some Proposa l s , "pp . 102-103. 
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their nominal value, restitution of the other half made to the original creditors. 
Manning disagreed with this plan arguing, "But this would be attended with as much 
difficulty as my plan would be, and we should have no relief as to a medium of 
trade.，，i54 In fact, among these three suggestions, the last one most closely resembled 
Manning's own plan. What it lacked was the proposal for paper money and that was 
why Manning did not find it satisfactory. Merrill and Wilentz have observed that, 
"Manning's own plan went beyond simply compensating the original creditors for a 
portion of their losses. In addition, he aimed to expand the supply of money available 
throughout the country, and thus to stimulate local commerce and enable productive 
small holders to pay their taxes and other debts without distress." 
From this, it is clear that Manning wanted not only a just settlement on the issue 
of certificate repayment. He also advocated the use of paper money. He knew that 
there were many worries about the use of this medium of exchange. Therefore, he 
listed all the objections to the use of paper money and countered these objections in 
Part III of "Some Proposals." From his answers, it is not difficult to see that he had 
thought about this issue seriously and thoroughly, so as to argue for the use of paper 
money as persuasively as possible. The first and the most common worry concerned 
the instability of the value of paper money. Paper money would depreciate and cause a 
loss of property. In response to this concern, Manning thought creditors should not 
complain because debtors had suffered much since the independence of the United 
States. Their sufferings were due to the insufficiency of money — the debtors had to 
work hard for hard currency to pay the taxes or loans. His argument for the issuance of 
paper money based on his belief that this would ease the financial burden of the public. 
Manning admitted that there had ensued periods of chaos when paper money had been 
Manning, "Some Proposals ,"pp.114-115. 
• Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics, “ p.35. 
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used in the early period. There had been many varieties of paper money, counterfeit 
money had become a problem, and hawkers and speculators had moved quickly to 
seek their own advantage from the chaos. Nevertheless, he argued that the chaos was 
due to the Revolutionary War. In his opinion, the use of paper money would bring no 
chaos in peacetime. The second worry was that the paper money would not be 
redeemable with hard money. In response to this concern, Manning argued that money 
should be kept circulating in the community and suggested that the paper money 
should be redeemable in twenty years. To many people, the use of paper money was "a 
new, unprecedented thing and [would] be a disgrace to our national character." 
Manning was aware of this, but his response was that: "it is not newer than our 
circumstances are. We have chosen and established a new kind of government, and if 
this plan will enable us to do justice among ourselves and pay what we owe to other 
nations, it would be no matter what they thought of it." Moreover, paper money was 
not so new a medium of exchange. Some other countries had adopted it earlier. Some 
asked how Congress would pay foreign debt if the government used a paper medium. 
Manning suggested the use of American articles to pay the debt. Some people also 
worried that the salary and fee men would suffer a loss if the money depreciated. 
Manning thought this was the responsibility of the government and asserted that it was 
"the business of government to make additions thereto." In regard to the worry about 
the settling of foreign debts, which had to be paid in sterling money, Manning held that 
it would be better to use paper money than hard money in settling foreign debts if they 
must be paid in money. It would prevent the outflow of hard money and the bankruptcy 
of the country. The last worry was that silver and gold would be hoarded or sent out of 
the country if paper money were introduced. Manning answered that different kinds of 
credit or barter had long existed and if the balance of trade could be kept in favour of 
the United States, "money would grow plenty." It was the "misconduct" of the 
8 3 
merchants, rather than the introduction of paper money, that caused the continued 
outflow of hard money. Excessive imports of foreign goods also caused such an 
outflow. The domestic debts at the time stood at about seventy million dollars. By the 
introducing paper money, Manning believed, "Congress would have time to regulate 
trade and give encouragement to the importation of hard money to supply the place of 
the paper as that dies a w a y . 5 6 xhe suggestion to introduce the use of paper money, 
therefore, was the second theme of Manning's "Some Proposals." 
A strong advocate of paper money, Manning firmly believed that it would be 
good for the economic development of the United States. He noted the high labour cost 
in American production - "it takes nearly three times the labor in this new and 
uncultivated country to bring produce to maturity compared to what it doth in old 
counties, where they have been under cultivation for two or three thousand years." To 
avoid this high labour cost, foreign goods were imported in large quantities and the 
outflow of hard money resulted. The public suffered from such an economic pattern. 
The merchants would continue to get into debt when they traded in foreign 
manufactures, until there was "a medium that will not pass off of the continent."'" 
Benefits for the public had always been the main concern of Manning. The use of 
paper money would ensure the free circulation of money. This, Manning believed, was 
essential for the economic activities of the public. He was opposed to the 
establishment of a state bank and public securities on the ground that they hindered the 
small trades in which most of the people engaged. "These are the two principal plans 
that are pursued by those Few who would be glad to enslave the country." In his view, 
a bank, if established, would only "collect a large quantity of silver and gold together 
(which is the only sort of money that will pay either debts or taxes) and have it lie 
Manning, "Some Proposals, “ pp. 104-109. For the great amount of importation, Manning wrote, " for almost the whole 
continent was clothed from head lo foot in foreign manufactures ." He also provided data about this in idem, pp. 109-111 
Ibid., p . m . 
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entirely dead and out of circulation." Moreover, the bank bills were usually "so large 
and returnable so often" that it would cause inconvenience to the small trades. It would 
only benefit the merchants, not the commoners. Manning opposed the issue of public 
securities on a similar ground. Their values were also so large that they would be of no 
use to small trades or in paying debts or taxes. Instead, hard money would have to be 
used to pay the interest of the public securities. This would definitely hurt the interests 
of "the Many.""' 
Manning used Hamilton's economic policy as a focal point of opposition, but his 
"Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the Original Creditors of Government" 
was in fact written to uphold policies he thought would be economically beneficial to 
the masses. He did not turn to the notion of a planned economy for equalizing property. 
Rather, he upheld the market economy. Paper money was treated by Manning as a 
means to attain a real capitalist environment and at the same time provide an equal 
opportunity for all to make their livings.''''^ 
Jefferson on Hamilton's Policies 
When Hamilton's policy on the certificate restitution was presented, Jefferson 
was on his way back to the United States from France. He did not participate in the 
debates about Hamilton's proposal for he had accepted the post of the Secretary of 
State in Washington's administration in March 1790.旧 Yet, he did write an account of 
this incident later in his Anas, in which the language used showed his sympathy with 
the original holders and his opposition to the supporters of Hamilton's plan: 
It is well known that, during the war, the greatest difficulty we 
encountered was the want of money or means, to pay our soldiers 
„ who fought, or our farmers, manufacturers & merchants who 
furnished the necessary supplies of food & clothing for them. After 
1.�*^  Manning, "Some Proposa l s , "p . 114. 
'•” See also Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," pp.32-29 for a discussion of 
Hamil ton 's proposal on war debt repayment and William Manning ' s response. 
Malone, Jefferson and His Time, Vol. II, p.289. 
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the expedient of paper money had exhausted itself, certificates of 
debt were given to the individual creditors, with assurance of 
payment, so soon as the U. S. should be able. But the distresses of 
these people often obliged them to part with these for the half, the 
fifth, and even a tenth of their value; and Speculators had made a 
trade of cozening them from the holders, by the most fraudulent 
practices and persuasions that they would never be paid. In the bill 
for funding & paying these, Hamilton made no difference between 
the original holders, & the fraudulent purchasers of this paper. Great 
& just repugnance arose at putting these two classes of creditors on 
the same footing, and great exertions were used to pay to the former 
the full value, and to the latter the price only which he had paid, with 
interest. But this would have prevented the game which was to be 
played, & for which the minds of greedy members were already 
tutored and prepared. When the trial of strength on these several 
efforts had indicated the form in which the bill would finally pass, 
this being known within doors sooner than without, and especially 
than to those who were in distant parts of the Union, the base 
scramble began. Couriers & relay horses by land, and swift sailing 
pilot boats by sea, were flying in all directions. Active part[n]ers & 
agents were associated & employed in every state, town and country 
neighborhood, and this paper was bought up at 5/ and even as low as 
2/ in the pound, before the holder knew that Congress had already 
provided for it's redemption at par. Immense sums were thus filched 
from the poor & ignorant, and fortunes accumulated by those who 
had themselves been poor enough before/ ' ' 
In this long account of the incident, Jefferson, like Manning, observed that most 
of the original holders were "obliged" by "distresses" to sell their certificates at low 
prices. The present holders were "speculators" who "cozened" the certificates by "the 
most fraudulent practices and persuasions." Jefferson called these the "fraudulent 
purchasers." There was "repugnance" against Hamilton's plan for repaying the present 
holders without mentioning the original ones, and some other fairer repayment plans 
were suggested. "But this would have prevented the game which was to be played, & 
for which the minds of greedy members were already tutored and prepared." What 
made Jefferson even more discontented was the fact that when there were signs that 
Hamilton's plan would be passed, those members within the administrative circle 
("within doors") knew first and acted quickly on this insider knowledge to buy the 
certificates from other holders, before the news of Hamilton's plan was publicized. 
Hence, there was a group of people who gained unfair interest by Hamilton's plan. 
' " ' J e f fe r son , The Anas, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, pp.666-667. 
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"Men thus enriched by the dexterity of a leader, would follow of course the chief who 
was leading them to fortune, and become the zealous instruments of all his 
enterprises." On this issue, Jefferson expressed his mistrust towards Hamilton's plan, 
though he did not make any public opposition at the time.丨“2 
William Manning opposed Hamilton's repayment policy in particular and 
therefore wrote "Some Proposals" in response to that. Thomas Jefferson was against 
the whole "Hamiltonian system." The conflict between Jefferson and Hamilton is 
famous in American history. Dumas Malone believed the source of their conflict 
originated in the difference between their political philosophies: "No other American 
statesman has personified national power and the rule of the favored few so well as 
Hamilton, and no other has glorified self-government and the freedom of the 
individual to such a degree as J e f f e r s o n . " W h e n Jefferson returned to the United 
States after his mission in France to serve as Secretary of State, his observation on this 
"Hamiltonian system" was that: 
It had two objects. 1st as a puzzle, to exclude popular understanding 
& inquiry. 2dly, as a machine for the corruption of the legislature; for 
he avowed the opinion that man could be governed by one of two 
motives only, force or interest: force he observed, in this country, 
was out of the question; and the interests therefore of the members 
must be laid hold of, to keep the legislature in unison with the 
Executive. And with grief and shame it must be acknowledged thai 
his machine was not without effect. That even in this, the birth of our 
government, some members were found sordid enough to bend their 
duty to^their interests, and to look after personal, rather than public 
Hamilton made a negative impression on Jefferson. This is seen in The Anas 
where Jefferson depicted Hamilton as a person who preferred monarchic government 
to republican government. In conversations with President George Washington, 
Jefferson, by then the Secretary of State, often expressed his doubts and opposition to 
i'’2 Jefferson, The Anas, in Petterson, cd., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, p.667. For Je f fe r son ' s position on this issue, see Malone, 
Jefferson and His Time, Vol. II, pp.29()-292. 
Malone, Jefferson and His Time, Vol. 11, p.286. 
Jefferson, The Anas, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, p.666. 
» 
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the power and policies of "the department of treasury.，，…5 Among Hamilton's 
economic policies, he strongly opposed the establishment of the Bank of the United 
States. On 15 February 1791, Jefferson passed a note to President Washington in 
which he expressed his opinion regarding the constitutionality of a national bank. He 
pointed out that the bill for establishing a national bank, which granted several 
privileges to the subscribers, was against several laws of the United States. It would be 
a kind of monopoly under the national authority. Also, the authority of a national bank 
would infringe upon states' powers. In examining the question of a state bank, he 
interpreted the Constitution strictly, arguing that the federal government was not 
delegated by the Constitution to establish such a financial institution.“、(，in his late age, 
he wrote another account of the issue which still reflected his distrust of Hamilton's 
motive in calling for the establishment of the national bank: 
While the government remained at Philadelphia, a selection of 
members of both houses were constantly kept as Directors, who, on 
every question interesting to that institution, or to the views of the 
federal head, voted at the will of that head; and, together with the 
stockholding members, could always make the federal vote that of 
the majority. By this combination, legislative expositions were given 
to the constitution, and all the administrative laws were shaped on 
the model of England, & so passed. And from this influence we were 
not relieved until the removal from the precincts of the bank, to 
Washington. Here then was the real ground of the opposition which 
was made to the course of administration. It's object was to preserve 
the legislative pure and independant of the Executive, to restrain the 
administration to republican forms and principles, and not permit the 
constitution to be construed into a monarchy, and to be warped in 
practice into all the principles and pollutions of their favorite 
English model严 
Jefferson did not trust Hamilton and his policies, because he regarded the policies 
as a conspiracy to corrupt the legislature of the federal government. This was the 
branch of government Jefferson valued most for it represented the essence of 
"republicanism." The purpose of Hamilton's policies, Jefferson believed, was to "keep 
Jefferson, The Anas, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, pp.664-(i71，674-684. 
"" 'Jefferson, "Opinion on the Constitutionality of a National Bank, “ 15 February 1791, in ibid., pp.416-421. 
Jefferson, The Anas, in ibid .’ p.670. See Malone, Jefferson and His Time, Vol. 11’ pp.337-350 for a discussion of Je f fe r son ' s 
and Hamil ton 's positions on the validity and constilulionality of Hamil ton 's bank proposal. Manning also observed the intereslcd 
clique behind "the Continental banks ”： "The free circulation of money arose partly f rom the slate banks which were erected to 
oppose the partiality of the Conlinenlal banks, which were used principally to aid the funding and speculating measures of the 
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the legislature in unison with the Executive." In Jefferson's opinion, the Executive was 
the branch of government most to be feared, because it most easily could mutate into a 
monarchy. To Jefferson's mind, Hamilton was untrustworthy because he was the 
supporter of an English model of government - constitutional monarchy, an evil 
administration which the Americans had separated themselves from in 1776. 
"Hamilton was not only a monarchist, but for a monarchy bottomed on corruption," 
Jefferson concluded.丨“8 
In the period when Jefferson served as Secretary of State and Hamilton as 
Secretary of the Treasury, Jefferson always expressed his worry about the occurrence 
of monarchic government in the United States. In a letter to George Mason written in 
1791, Jefferson wrote, 
It cannot be denied that we have among us a sect who believe that to 
contain whatever is perfect in human institutions; that the members 
of this sect have, many of them, names & offices which stand high in 
the estimation of our countrymen. I still rely that the great mass of 
our community is untainted with these heresies, as is it's head. On 
this I build my hope that we have not laboured in vain, and that our 
experiment will still prove that men can be governed by r e a s o n， 
On 16 June 1792, Jefferson wrote to Lafayette, "A sect has shewn itself among us, who 
declare they espoused our new constitution, not as a good & sufficient thing itself, but 
only as a step to an English constitution, the only thing good & sufficient in itself, in 
their eye." Three days later, in a letter to Thomas Paine, Jefferson wrote, "It is but too 
true that we have a sect preaching up & pouting after an English constitution of king, 
lords, & commons, & whose heads are itching for crowns, coronets & mitres."'^" 
On 23 May 1792 Jefferson, in a letter to President Washington, expressed his 
doubt about the motives behind this "Hamiltonian machine." He wrote, 
That this corrupt squadron, deciding the voice of the legislature, 
have manifested their dispositions to get rid of the limitations 
„ imposed by the constitution on the general legislature, limitations, 
on the faith of which, the states acceded to that instrument: That the 
Few." Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 156. 
Jefferson, The Anas, in Petterson, ed., Thomas.Jefferson: Writings, p.67(). 
Jel'ferson to George Mason, 4 February 1791, in ibid., p.972. 
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ultimate object of all this is to prepare the way for a change, from the 
present republican form of government, to that of a monarchy, of 
which the English constitution is to be the model. 
Jefferson further warned, 
Withdrawn such a distance from the eye of their constituents, and 
these so dispersed as to be inaccessible to public information, & 
particularly to that of the conduct of their own representatives, they 
will form the most corrupt government on earth, if the means of their 
corruption be not prevented.'^' 
In 9 September 1792, Jefferson even wrote a letter to President Washington, 
pointing out in detail his conflict and his discontent with the Secretary of the Treasury, 
Alexander Hamilton: 
When I embarked in the government, it was with a determination to 
intermeddle not at all with the legislature, & as little as possible with 
my co-departments. The first and only instance of variance from the 
former part of my resolution, I was duped into by the Secretary of 
the Treasury and made a tool for forwarding his schemes, not then 
sufficiently understood by me; and of all the errors of my political 
life, this has occasioned me the deepest regret. 
Jefferson said he had never "intrigued among the members of the legislatures to defeat 
the plans of the Secretary of the Treasury." He charged that the system of Hamilton 
"flowed from principles adverse to liberty, & was calculated to undermine and 
demolish the republic, by creating an influence of his department over the members of 
the legislature." More important, some of the members of the legislature had vested 
interests with Hamilton's plans: 
These were no longer the votes then of the representatives of the 
people，but of deserters from the rights & interests of the people: & it 
was impossible to consider their decisions, which had nothing in 
view but to enrich themselves, as the measures of the fair majority, 
which ought always to be respected. 
Among the charges that Jefferson made against Hamilton in the same letter, one 
was about a report on the subject of manufactures in which Hamilton suggested that 
the general government had "a right to exercise all powers which may be for the 
general welfare." This suggestion, Jefferson believed, had the object 
„ - t o draw all the powers of government into the hands of the general 
legislature, to establish means for corrupting a sufficient corps in 
that legislature to divide the honest votes & preponderate, by their 
Jet terson to the President of the United Slates, George Washington, 23 May 1792，in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson-
Writings, p .987. 
Jef ferson lo the President of the United Stales, George Washington, 9 September 1792, in ibid., pp .993-994. 
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own, the scale which suited, & to have that corps under the 
command of the Secretary of the Treasury for the purpose of 
subverting step by step the principles of the constitution. 
In regard to foreign diplomacy, Jefferson also differed greatly from Hamilton. While 
the former favoured close contact with France and a stern attitude towards Britain, the 
latter advocated a reverse course. Hamilton even wrote a public article waging 
personal attack against J e f f e r s o n . 口] The intensity of conflict between Jefferson and 
Hamilton was fully shown in this letter of 1792. It was no surprise that Jefferson 
resigned from his post at the end of 1793. 
"The Key of Liberty" 
In 1794, Jay's Treaty was signed to settle a number of issues between Britain and 
the United States. The treaty was famous and aroused public attention because it 
contained few of the British concessions originally envisioned, while surrendering 
important American maritime rights. Also, the Washington administration had gained 
Congressional agreement through high-handed and unconstitutional means. Signed in 
1794, the Senate voted the treaty's formal approval in June 1795. In order to get the 
approval from the House of Representatives, where the majority of the members 
opposed the treaty, the Federalists organized pro-treaty petitions and press pressure to 
gain the House's cooperation.'^' The second, and more important, article of William 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," was written in 1797, and revised several times 
afterwards, to express his anti-treaty position and his disgust at the tactics and means 
of the Few to oppress the Many and destroy the free government. 
Different from "Some Proposals," which focused more on the practical policy of 
government and suggested a concrete solution as a means to redress a perceived 
Jefferson to the President of the United Slates, George Washington, 9 September 1792’ in Pellerson, ed.’ Thomas Jefferson • 
WrUmgs, pp.994-995. For Hamilton's charges and Jefferson 's defenses, see idem, pp .9%-1000 ” 
‘ F o r a comprehensive analysis of the whole issue, see Jerald A. Combs, The Jay Treaty: Political Battleground of the 
hounding bathers (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970). 
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unfairness, "The Key of Liberty," though its occurrence was also provoked by 
government actions, seldom mentioned Jay's Treaty. It was instead written with a 
broader vision and in a general way to discuss how a free government could be 
destroyed by the interested Few and made suggestions on how the interests of the 
Many could be preserved. Therefore, under the title "The Key of Liberty," a long 
subtitle was included which pointed out the real intention of the author - "Showing the 
Causes Why a Free Government Has Always Failed and a Remedy against It. 
Addressed to the Republicans, Farmers, Mechanics, and Laborers in America by a 
Laborer." 
‘‘The Key of Liberty" was systematically organized. In the preface, Manning 
stated clearly the ultimate purpose of the whole article. It was to propose an 
organization, which would help publish and circulate a "monthly magazine." 
Observing that the "common newspapers" were "so numerous, lengthy, and 
contradictory that farmers and laborers cannot be at the expense of the time and money 
they cost," the magazine proposed by Manning would be "a cheaper and more sure 
way,，for the Many to obtain political knowledge which was necessary for elections. 
By establishing such an organization and with the presidents of it doing their duty, all 
the necessary information "may be easily and cheaply obtained and more than half the 
cost of the magazine saved, especially to those that live at a distance from post roads." 
Manning also had ideas about the content of the proposed magazine: 
厂 it is proposed to have the first numbers contain both the state and 
federal constitutions, complete with all their amendments and some 
of the principles on which they were founded. Also, a congressional 
regi产r from the first Congress of 1789 to this time, with the names 
ot the members of each Congress and the numbers of votes thev 
were chosen by; and the yeas and nays on some of the most 
important matters they have decided upon, together with the 
substance of the most important speeches made on both sides Also 
a state register in nearly the same manner, with many other things 
relating to what is passes, etc. 巴、 
Manning even hoped that people would bind the magazine together "in yearly volumes 
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and preserve them safe to the latest generations."'^' 
Why was Manning so eager to propose such an organization and magazine? As 
we have seen, he had expressed his concerns about the unhealthy situation in 
American society wherein the Many were coming under the domination of the Few in 
his "Some Proposals" written in 1790. After several years of observation, Manning 
found that the situation had become worse. In the introduction of "The Key of 
Liberty，，，he explained his reasons for writing "The Key of Liberty." According to 
Manning，the article was written "with the most sincere desires to support a free 
government on the principles we have established it, and to promote the unity, peace, 
and happiness of mankind." The governments established in the United States since 
1776 were "so free and rational that they commanded not only the wonder and 
admiration of America but almost all over Europe." Nonetheless, there could be 
perceived in America “a majority of our leading men …sickening at republican 
principles，，and bringing the people "under an arbitrary government." ‘‘At such an 
important crisis as this," Manning wrote, “I conceive it to be not only the right but the 
duty of everyone to search diligently for the causes of this change, and, if possible, to 
find out a remedy for so great an evil. Under this conviction, I undertake to give you 
my sentiments on them.”丨76 That became the strongest motive, stimulating Manning to 
write that essay. 
Jay's Treaty was a catalyst. Manning believed that Jay's Treaty was signed by the 
Few deliberately because by "choosing rather to have connections with Britain 一 
where they ha[d] a balance against us annually of more than five million dollars," it 
would “keep money scarce, the price of labor and produce low, and keep the Many 
under their control." What stimulated Manning to publish his ideas was "the adoption 
"the knowledge necessary fo reve ry 
Ibid., pp. 124-125. 
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of the British treaty in the manner it was done." He observed that there were "the 
unwearied pains and the unjustifiable measures taken by a large number of all orders 
of men who get a living without labor in the adoption of said treaty, and in elections, 
contrary to the interests of the laborer."'^^ 
In this context, Manning wanted to write an essay in a more comprehensive way 
that would illuminate the roots ruining republics and advocate his proposed remedy. 
The causes that ruined republics, Manning believed, originated from "a conceived 
difference of interest between those that labor for a living and those that get a living 
without bodily labor." The difference in their ideas of interest was "the great scuffle" 
between the Few and the Many. The interests of the Few laid "chiefly in money at 
interest, rents, salaries, and fees that [were] fixed on the nominal value of money," and 
therefore the Few were "interested to have the money scarce and the prices of labor 
and produce as low as possible." Moreover, the scarcity of money and the low price of 
labour and produce would "bring the Many into distress and compel them into a state 
of dependence on the Few for favors and assistances in a thousand ways." If the 
economy went in an opposite direction, the Many "would pay their debts and enjoy the 
good of their labors without being dependent on the Few for assistance." The Few, that 
is, "the person that doth not work and lives high when the prices are up," would "soon 
spend all his property." As the Few possessed a better position in society, they would 
use every possible means without hesitation to strengthen their own status and prevent 
the rise of the Many.'^^ 
To Manning, such a phenomenon had existed in the United States since the 
American Revolution: 
When the American Revolution began, there was a remarkable 
union throughout the continent, considering our different customs, 
habits, and laws, and the scattered situation we lived in. Of all the 
Manning, “The Key ol. Liberty," pp.126, 156. 
Ibid., pp.127, 137-143. 
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different constitutions that were then formed, nearly all agree in the 
essential principles and means of establishing and preserving liberty 
and a free government. But in all of them it may be seen that there 
were some in the conventions that formed them who had an idea of 
these jarring interests between the Few and Many. And long before 
the war was over, the operation of these causes was plain to be seen 
in almost every deliberate body of men, and has been gradually 
increasing ever since. 
The formation of the Society of the Cincinnati, the funding system of the Washington 
government which did harm to the United States by mounting debts, the adoption of 
Jay's Treaty, and the wicked practices in elections were all "illustrating remarks" that 
the Few oppressed the Many.'^ '^  
Manning valued much the representative feature of a free government for it 
allowed the Many to have a say in government. It seemed the Few were trying to ruin 
that feature through elections. In the part 'Remarks on our Elections,' Manning 
charged that "our elections ha[d] been carried in favor of the interests of the Few" 
since "on average not one-quarter part of the voters" had been brought to vote. This 
made the Congress insufficiently representative of the people. He pointed out two 
main reasons for the rise of such phenomenon: 
The first is the want of knowledge among the Many and their 
readiness to hear and follow the schemes of great men without 
examining and seeing for themselves as described above. The 
second is the complete organization and joint exertions of the Few in 
the arts of threatening, flattery, and falsehoods as above, to which 
the reader may turn. 
How did the Few dominate the government? Here is Manning's answer. When the 
Many were so satisfied with "a time of prosperity" and became so inattentive, "the 
Few ha[d] been closely attending to all elections from the highest office in the federal 
government down to the lowest town officers, and ha[d] obtained a large majority in 
all the legislative powers made up of lawyers, justices, and other fee officers." Also, 
the Few had "closely attended to the appointment of all officers in the judicial and 
executive departments in order to keep all from being in office that [were] opposed to 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 144-156. 
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their interests and schemes." If anyone in the office was "friendly to the interests of the 
Many," the Few would set "all the arts" "to work to ruin them both in character and 
estate.，，"Also, as public newspapers are almost the only source of obtaining the 
necessary knowledge in elections, every art has been used to ruin the character of the 
republican printers and hinder the publication of anything that is for the interests of the 
Many." Another means of the Few was "the monarchial custom of opening every 
session of the legislative bodies with a kingly speech by the presidents and governors, 
and echoing them back in humble terms unbecoming to representatives of a free and 
sovereign people." The last act was to deceive the Many by "crying up the goodness of 
the times" so that the Many would be satisfied to be ruled by the Few without arguing 
for changes , ) 
Manning pointed out that when the times had favoured the Many, this was due not 
to the measures of government but rather to the free circulation of money, the high 
prices of labour and produce, and the revolution in France and the wars in Europe 
which "made a vast demand for all kinds of produce for exportation" and "gave 
extraordinary prices for what we had to spare." 
That was the main reason for money being plenty and the price of 
labor and produce high. This, too, was the reason why the Few were 
so offended at France and made the British treaty, choosing rather to 
have connections with Britain - where they have a balance against 
us annually of more than five million dollars. This they know will 
keep money scarce, the price of labor and produce low, and keep the 
Many under their control. 
The Few would try to protect their interests "by their associations and correspondences 
or complete organization, by which they [knew] each other's minds so as to dart their 
plans like flashes of lightning from one end of the continent to the other." Therefore, 
Manning advocated an organization for the Many so as to counteract the intrigues of 
the F e w . � 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp.153-155. 
Ibid., pp. 155-157. 
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The proposed organization and magazine were solutions to counteract the abuses 
of the Few. To Manning, the Many had the responsibility to uphold the principles of 
free government by actively involving themselves in public affairs. Being aware that it 
was impracticable for the Many to rule, the involvement of the Many should be in the 
realm of informing themselves, expressing their views and using their rights in 
elections: 
In order to support a free government, there are many duties 
incumbent on every member of the community, especially on those 
that labor for a living. They must inform themselves about the nature 
of mankind, the necessity of government, and about their own rights 
and liberties as established in their constitutions; that all laws made 
by their representatives must be obeyed, let them be ever so wrong 
or bad in their opinion; and that there is no remedy for grievances but 
by petitioning and using their rights in e lect ions. ' 
Manning's proposed organization and magazine was a kind of remedy for the ruins of 
free government because it helped to provide information to the Many which was most 
needed for supporting free governments and encouraged the Many to get actively 
involved in society. He was optimistic about the establishment of his proposed 
Laboring Society and even composed an outline of the whole organization and a 
funding scheme for its support, including the publishing of a magazine. A 
'Constitution of the Laboring Society' was drafted and inserted at the end of "The Key 
of Liberty.，,丨Merrill and Wilentz have pointed out the nature of this organization: 
Manning's proposed Laboring Society combined his many political 
concerns into a single project - including his democratic 
assumptions, his respect for learning, and his constitutionalist 
convictions. Its intended membership reached beyond the propertied 
to include "all the free male persons" aged twenty-one and over 
"who labor for a living in the United States," as well as "all persons 
of any denominations" who subscribed to the society's principles -
making it in conception by far the most democratic political 
organization in the n a t i o n . 
Among the "illustrating remarks" which Manning pointed out as examples to 
sho\Y the Few's intrigues, Jay's Treaty is worth closer examination, for it was the 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty’” p. 134. 
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catalyst that provoked Manning to write "The Key of Liberty." In the part 'Remarks on 
the Adoption of the British Treaty,' Manning explained his grievances about Jay's 
Treaty in detail: "I should not have been so lengthy on the adoption of this treaty had it 
not been one of the first acts of violence by the Few to sever the ignorant people from 
their true representatives and so destroy legislative authority by mounting the 
executive and judicial powers above it."'^ -'^  
His opposition to the treaty was based on constitutional grounds. To Manning, the 
Constitution of the United States was drafted for a representative government. The 
power to make laws therefore should be placed in the legislature. • According to the 
Constitution, the power to make treaties is vested in the President and Senate. 
Manning pointed out that, there may be a contradiction between the treaties drafted 
and the Constitution because of the different nature of treaties, "some of which are 
laws unto themselves and some of which need laws and appropriations to carry them 
into execution." The President's and the Senate's power to make treaties, therefore, 
would contradict Article I，Section 8 of the Constitution, which gave to the federal 
legislature, not the President and the Senate, the power to make all laws "necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution" all the powers vested by the Constitution in the 
federal government. Manning stressed that, 
The true and only meaning of the Constitution and the people that 
accepted of it was that all treaties and dealing with foreign nations 
should be done by the superior authority of the federal government -
which IS the legislative power - and negotiated through the president 
m the same manner as the president corresponds with foreign 
ministers through his secretary. 
If treaties are the supreme laws of the land, and the President and Senate are 
empowered to make such treaties, then what is the value of the existence of the House 
of Representatives and the state governments, that can make no laws abrogating such 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 152. 
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treaties? The Federal Constitution, the federal laws, and all treaties are more supreme 
than the state laws and constitutions. But which of the three is the most supreme? 
Manning thought it "reasonable to take them as they [stood]." That is, the Constitution 
was the most supreme, while federal laws came second and treaties ranked last. "By 
such a construction, the judges are bound by solemn oath not to give judgement 
against either of the former in favor of a treaty." Manning clarified that he did not 
overlook the binding power of a constitutionally made treaty. Yet, the whole federal 
legislature, not only the part of the Senate, should be responsible "to see that the 
Constitution, laws, and treaties do not clash with each other.，，丨明 
Manning's meaning was that, Jay's Treaty contradicted the Constitution and the 
federal laws. Therefore, he opposed it and suggested that the power of the President 
and Senate to make treaties should not be interpreted as an absolute one. In his view, 
the whole federal legislature, including the House of Representatives (which was more 
representative of the people), had the responsibility to monitor the validity of the treaty. 
The treaty should be nullified if it clashed with the Constitution and the laws of the 
United States, even if the President and Senate endorsed it. 
Manning called Jay's Treaty the "monster." "When the monster first came into 
view, it was reprobated from one end of the continent to the other." Yet the President 
signed the treaty, which then became "the supreme law of the land." That Jay's Treaty 
could be adopted, in the view of Manning, was due to the evil means used by the Few: 
But as it had been very prosperous times with the Many for several 
years, and as the Few had been borne upon by the high prices of 
labor and produce, and as prosperity is a time of inattention and 
necessity the mother of invention, so the Few by close attention in 
elections had got a large majority in the state legislatures of lawyers 
and other fee officers who were favorable to their interests. So that at 
their first meeting after the treaty was published, to our great 
„ surprise, the question of undiminished confident in the president was 
put and carried in almost all the states，） 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 148-149. 
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Although the House of Representatives voted against it, the Few made use of "the 
most treasonable arts and doings": 
they racked their inventions to compel the House to grant said 
supplied for the treaty. To effect this, circular letters were sent from 
the center to every part of the continent with a printed petition and 
memorial ready for signing. They were attended with a collection of 
the most horrid and frightful falsehoods that ever were invented by 
the devil in order to frighten the people to petition the House to grant 
said supplies, representing that the House was unconstitutionally 
withholding them and trying to usurp all the powers of Congress to 
themselves; and that unless the treaty took place Britain would 
certainly make war with us and that their power over us and 
vengeance upon us would be such that they would rouse off a great 
gun three thousand miles distant and blow all our brains out if we 
stepped out to p i s s , " 
The supporters of Jay's Treaty attacked those who were anti-treaty by labeling them as 
"Jacobins, Shay sites, disorganizers, and enemies to all government." The House of 
Representatives finally gave in and let the treaty pass. "Thus, by the combinations and 
arts of the Few, with the Order of Cincinnati at their head, a seal was put upon the 
worst instrument that ever was signed in America.""' To Manning, the passage of 
Jay's Treaty was an example that fully revealed the means used by the interested Few 
to ruin a free government and oppress the Many. 
Jefferson on Jay's Treaty 
Jefferson resigned from his post of Secretary of State in 1794 and did not take any 
public post until 1796, when he was elected Vice-President of the United States. 
During the debates over Jay's Treaty, he was in retirement at Monticello. Yet he was 
kept informed through correspondences with his close friends. Jefferson expressed his 
opposition to the treaty in these private letters. Malone found that there was "no full or 
systematic critique of the treaty of Hamilton and Jay" from Jefferson. “In the 
aggregate his private letters bearing on this topic were relatively few, and they were 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 150-151. 
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generally in reply to ones received from particular friends."'''' This may, in part, be due 
to his psychological situation at that time. His resignation from the post of Secretary of 
State was mostly owing to his disgust and tiredness with the Federalists-dominated 
government. Therefore, he refrained himself from touching any news about political 
affairs after he returned to Monticello. In a letter written in August 1795, Jefferson 
wrote，“I consider myself now but as a passenger, leaving the world, & it's government 
to those who are likely to live longer in i t ."" ' In a letter to Tench Coxe, Jefferson told 
more about his mood in retirement: 
Having interdicted to myself the reading of newspapers, & thinking 
or saying anything on public matters beyond what the conversation 
of my neighbors draws me into, I leave such delights to those who, 
more rational than myself, prefer them to their tranquility, & to those 
whose stations keep them in that vortex, & make them better judges 
of what is passing around t h e m， 
On 28 February 1796, Jefferson wrote a letter to John Adams to thank him for 
forwarding D'lvernois' book on the French Revolution. He added, "But it is on 
politics，a subject I never loved, and now hate. I will not promise therefore to read it 
thoroughly.，，丨This could reflect his psychological situation at the time after he had 
resigned from the Secretary of State. 
Nonetheless, Jefferson could not totally evade news of political affairs, and he 
could not be totally indifferent to what he heard, especially when most of his friends in 
correspondence were still active in the political scene. Early in August 1795, Jefferson 
used a metaphor to express his opposition to Jay's Treaty in a letter to Mann Page, 
I do not believe with the Rochefoucaulds and Montaignes, that 
fourteen out of fifteen men are rogues: I believe a great abatement 
from that proportion may be made in favor of general honesty. But I 
have always found that rogues would be uppermost, and I do not 
know that the proportion is too strong for the higher orders, and for 
those who, rising above the swinish multitude, always contrive to 
nestle themselves into the places of power & profit. These rogues set 
out with stealing the people's good opinion, and then steal from 
Malone, Jefferson and His Time, Vol. I l l , p .249. 
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them the right of withdrawing it, by contriving laws and associations 
against the power of the people themselves. Our part of the country 
is in considerable fermentation, on what they suspect to be a recent 
roguery of this kind. They say that while all hands were below deck 
mending sails, splicing ropes, and every one at his own business, & 
the captain in his cabbin attending to his log book & chart, a rogue of 
a pilot has run them into an enemy's port. But metaphor apart, there 
is much dissatisfaction with mr. Jay & his treaty/)(， 
Jay's Treaty, therefore, was considered by Jefferson as another intrigue contrived by 
the "rogues" "to nestle themselves into the places of power & profit.，’ Malone has 
noticed, "One kernel of truth in this rhetorical passage is that Jefferson was convinced 
that the treaty was against the public interest and in defiance of popular opinion."'''^ 
Two weeks later, Jefferson made his position clear on the issue of Jay's Treaty. In a 
letter to Henry Tazewell, Jefferson wrote, "Tho I have interdicted myself all serious 
attention to political matters, yet a very slight notice of that in question sufficed to 
decide my mind against it." He did not agree to endorse the treaty to avoid a war with 
Britain because he believed that "acquiescence under insult [was] not the way to 
escape war.，爛 
Jefferson and Manning had the same reservations about Jay's Treaty. Both of 
them thought that the role of House of Representatives was important in endorsing a 
treaty. Jefferson believed that Jay's Treaty was "an attempt of a party, which [found]� 
they ha[d] lost their majority in one branch of the Legislature, to make a law by the aid 
of the other branch & of the executive, under color of a treaty, which [should] bind up 
the hands of the adverse branch from ever restraining the commerce of their patron-
nation.""' He therefore stressed that the treaty "must be referred to the H. of R. for 
their concurrence, so they, being free agents, may approve or reject them, either by a 
vote declaring that, or by refusing to pass acts.,，細 In a letter to Edward Rutledge, 
' ' ' J e f f e r s o n to Mann Page, 30 August 1795, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, n l ( m 
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Jefferson wrote, 
I join with you in thinking the treaty an execrable thing. But both 
negotiators must have understood that as there were articles ha it 
which could not be carried into execution without the aid of the 
legislatures on both sides, that therefore it must be referred to them, 
and that these legislatures being free agents would not give it their 
support if they disapproved of it. I trust the popular branch of our 
legislature will disapprove of it, and thus rid us of this infamous act, 
which is really nothing more than a treaty of alliance between 
England & the Anglomen of this country against the legislature & 
people of the United States."'" 
Jay's Treaty was regarded by Jefferson as a means for those pro-British 
Federalists to sacrifice the republican ideals of the United States. All the controversies 
and machinations that occurred around Jay's Treaty caused fears of the emergence of a 
British monarchic system to return to haunt Jefferson once again. In a letter written in 
1796, Jefferson wrote, 
The aspect of our politics has wonderfully changed since you left us. 
In place of that noble love of liberty, & republican government 
which carried us triumphantly thro' the war, an Anglican 
monarchical, & aristocratical party has sprung up, whose avowed 
object is to draw over us the substance, as they have already done the 
forms，of the British government. The main body of our citizens, 
however, remain true to their republican principles; the whole 
landed interest is republican, and so is a great mass of talents. 
Against us are the Executive, the Judiciary, two out of three branches 
of the legislature, all the officers of the government, all who want to 
be officers, all timid men who prefer the calm of despotism to the 
boisterous sea of liberty, British merchants & Americans trading on 
British capitals, speculators & holders in the banks & public funds, a 
contrivance invented for the purposes of corruption, & f ; 
assimilating us in all things to the rotten as well as the sound parts of 
the British model严 
Malone's observation was right: "Jefferson's basic objection to Jay's treaty was just 
that it restricted national independence by drawing the young republic back into the 
British system from which it had so painfully emerged."""' To Jefferson, the republican 
government of the United States, which was the incarnation of the ideals that the 
revolutionaries had bravely fought for in 1776, should be the highest object to be 
bin/query/r?ammem/mtj:(o)field(DOClD+@Iit(tj080()93)). 
二 J e f fe r son to Edward Rutledge, 3 0 November 1795, T h o m a s J e f f e r s o n ' s Papers : H o m e Page, hl tpV/lcweb' ' loc anv/cei 
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二 ？，山卩 Mazzei，24 April 1796, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p p . l ( ) 3 6 - l ( n 7 
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preserved for the well-being of Americans. 
From 1790 to 1794, it seems that no great change took place in the lives of 
Manning and Jefferson. Manning was not appointed to any public position in town 
government after 1788. He returned to his ordinary rural life, farming and managing 
his own tavern. Jefferson accepted the appointment as Secretary of State in 1790 and 
continued his service in the post up to 1794. Changes, however, occurred in their 
thinking. To Jefferson, the four years of service made him realize the corrupt nature of 
the Federalist clique. He had long stuck to republican principles and therefore was 
disappointed by the monarchic atmosphere created by the Hamiltonians. This 
disappointment led to his resignation from the political scene in 1794. A sense of 
passiveness can be sensed in his letters in this period of temporary retirement. Yet he 
did not forsake the republican ideals. His later life proved that his disappointment in 
this period became the motivation behind his leadership of the Republican movement 
afterwards. 
Changes in Manning's thinking were more obvious. From 1790 to 1794, 
Manning became convinced of the urgent need to arouse the awareness of the masses 
to take measures preventing the manipulation of the Few. Between the "Report on the 
Public Credit" and Jay's Treaty, Manning realized the corrupt nature of the rule of the 
elitist Few. It was unfair and even oppressive to the Many. From "Some Proposals" to 
“The Key of Liberty," Manning recognized the importance of free government and of 
the plebeian force in upholding it. Jefferson's "republican government" and 
Manning's “free government" was in fact the common ground where American 
national identity was founded. "A dialogue" between the plebeian and the patrician 
becomes possible when the two of them had formulated a more concrete vision of their 
own ideal society in their minds. 
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V. “The Dialogue" 
Throughout the 1790s, it seemed that Manning and Jefferson had a common 
enemy — the ruling Federalists. A common enemy, however, did not lead them to 
common opinions and conclusions regarding certain issues. Their differences in 
opinion to large extent were a result of their different backgrounds. The farmer from 
Massachusetts and the statesman from Virginia looked at the world from different 
perspectives. Their geographical location as well as their social order helped shape 
their distinctive visions of society. Both in their writings formulated a vision of an 
ideal society. More significantly, both expressed what "the United States" meant to 
them. 
A Bisected Society versus Society as a Whole 
Late eighteenth-century America was not an industrialized capitalist society. 
There were no sharp class distinctions in the Marxist sense. Yet no society can avoid 
some degree of wealth inequality. Rich and poor are distinctions especially remarked 
by members of the lower order when they suffer from the unfairness resulting from 
such inequality. A plebeian, such as William Manning, and a patrician, such as 
Thomas Jefferson, therefore had their own distinctive perceptions of the society in 
which they lived. In their respective writings, Manning's "order consciousness" 
appears more obvious while Jefferson always thought from the perspective of society 
as a whole. This is the most striking difference of their thinking. 
In Manning's essays, one of the important features reflected is this "order 
consciousness": 
The following are not only allowed but provable truths: that the rich 
have great power and influence over the poor; that self in the best of 
men is too much like an object that is placed before the eye, which 
hinders the sight of anything beyond; and that touch a man's interest 
(or his ideas thereof) and we may be sure to have him in opposition 
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with his full strength; also, that in all governments there are naturally 
two distinct, contending parties and that the great dividing line is 
between those that labor for a living and those who get one without 
laboring - or, as they are generally termed, the Few and the Many; 
and, further, that there is nothing which excites jealousy between 
these Few and Many more than the alterations of money affairs.""'^ 
In these five "provable truths," the first, the fourth and the fifth ones were conclusions 
reached by Manning based on his observations of reality. According to Manning's 
perceptions, his world was a "bisected society." He often used the words "the Many" 
and "the Few" in his writings to distinguish the people of society. In Manning's 
opinion, the basic feature that distinguished the Few and the Many was labour - the 
former could get a living without labour while the later had to "labor for a living"; the 
former were rich, the latter poor. The difference between the Few and the Many, the 
rich and the poor, produced an obvious unfairness: "...the rich have great power and 
influence over the poor." Manning's "order consciousness" was aroused by real 
experience in his own society. 
How was the order of the Few formed? Manning admitted that there were "great 
varieties of capacities, strength, and abilities of men" which caused "a very unequal 
distribution of property in the world." Some people spent "a considerable time and 
expense of property" to qualify themselves for some professions which could ensure 
their ability to earn a living "without bodily labors." Manning considered it natural that 
these people would unite to preserve their own status, "as no person after thus 
qualifying himself and making a pick on a profession by which he means to live can 
desire to have it dishonorable or unproductive — so they all naturally unite to make 
these professions as honorable and lucrative as possible."""'^ 
To Manning, it was also "natural" for the orders of the Few and the Many to come 
into conflict. The weaknesses of human nature caused problems. Looking back to his 
five "provable truths，，，the second and the third ones Manning inferred from human 
Manning, "Some Proposals, “ pp.111-112. 
1 0 6 
nature. Self and interests were the things that influenced and shaped men's behaviour. 
The Few could earn their living “without bodily labours." The resultant "ease and rest 
from labour" created a "sense of superiority." Thus the Few came together and looked 
down upon the Many. The Many were conscious that the greater the number of people 
ranked among the Few, the harder the Many must work. Conflicts occurred due to 
jealousy and envy严 
Manning's pen described the United States in the Founding Period as a "bisected" 
society in which the clash of interests between the Few and the Many was intense. To 
protect their own privileged positions, the Few would use every possible means to 
prevent the rise of the Many. The Many were the victims when the Few tried to 
consolidate their own status. Manning's charges about the unfairness of society and 
the oppression of the Many by the Few were not without foundation. In Manning's 
view，the Society of Cincinnati was formed by the officers of the Continental Army 
who "thought they were not notified enough in the adoption of the state constitutions" 
after the American Revolution. The members of this society even wanted to establish a 
monarchy during the Philadelphia Convention. “But though they failed in that, yet by 
their arts and schemes they have wriggled themselves into almost all the offices of 
profit and honor in the federal government." All the policies thai harmed the interests 
of the Many - the funding system in which the Many had to pay much, the Indian War, 
the British treaty - originated from this order. After the Revolution, America 
witnessed the different professions of the Few uniting together “to make their own 
professions as profitable and honorable as possible." Speculators, merchants, doctors, 
religion ministers, lawyers and even teachers sought lo consolidate their own interests 
；Mann ing， "The Key of Liberty," p. 136. 
2("^:“AIso’ as ease and rest from labor are reckoned among the greatest pleasures of life, pursued by all with greatest aviditv .nH 
when once attained, create a sense of superiority; and as pride and ostentation are nalur 1 to the 卜丄二二 ？ 二 二 = I n ' 
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conscious that it is labor that supports the whole, and that the more t h e : 二 ^ e w t 二 abi) a dThe I m H ^ 
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at the expense of the Many."'" 
Obviously, Manning's basic concern was to protect the interests of the Many. 
Manning's main purpose for writing "Some Proposals for Making Restitution to the 
Original Creditors of Government" in 1790 was to criticize the government's unfair 
policy for the repayment of wartime currency notes to the Few. Manning's sympathy 
was with the debtors, who were part of the lower order: 
the creditor in paper money times would take neither principal nor 
interest, but immediately after silver money came again debtors 
were called on for five or six years' interest. And taxes were still 
continuing high and the prices of land, labor, and produce were 
falling fast - which brought debtors into a most distressed situation 
and has proved the ruin of thousands who, if they could have had 
justice done them, would be living well now严 
"Justice," in fact, was what concerned Manning. Though he perceived inequality 
and called it unjust, Manning did not try to uphold the interests of the Many by 
infringing the rights of the Few. He was not hostile to the upper order. Justice was the 
supreme principle - "strict and plain justice between debtor and creditor is that the 
former pay unto the latter the full value of what he received with interest therefor, and 
no more." More important, Manning did not believe that all of the Few were bad: 
I would observe that I would not have it thought by what I have said 
that I think all those who can get a living without work are thus 
hostile to the rights of mankind. But on the contrary I verily believe 
that there always was and always will be some of all professions 
who from pure principles of virtue are strong advocates for the rights 
of mankind, and who will not only forgo their private interest but 
risk their lives and characters in the cause of liberty严 
Manning concluded “The Key of Liberty" with a solemn declaration that he was “ …a 
true friend to all orders of men and individuals who are friends to true liberty and the 
rights of man."'"' 
From Manning's perspective, Thomas Jefferson would have been numbered 
among the Few. Manning and Jefferson came from different orders. Their different 
each other with a jealous and envious eye. “ Manning, “The Key of Liberty, ’’ p 1 % 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 138-146. 
Manning, "Some Proposals, “ pp. 104-105. 
-""Ibid., pp.104, 113. 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 166. 
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backgrounds, educations, knowledge and experience assured that their visions of 
society and their own concerns were also different. When Manning thought about 
contemporary society, he was primarily concerned about the relationship between the 
Few and the Many. Jefferson thought about society in terms of his own generation 
rather than his own order. Jefferson's writings showed a broader vision. He always 
thought of the whole society in the present, compared it with that in the past and hoped 
for a better future. 
In the mind of Thomas Jefferson, society was divided. Sometimes when Jefferson 
talked of "the people," he meant "the Many" in Manning's sense. In a letter to Samuel 
Kercheval, Jefferson was aware the division between "the people" and "the rich." He 
wrote, “I am not among those who fear the people. They, and not the rich, are our 
dependence for continued freedom."'" According to Jefferson, however, there should 
not be conflict between the orders. Instead, every member of society should work for 
the goodness and progress of human beings. His writings revealed that he always 
thought from the perspective of the whole society. While Manning claimed to be a 
representative of the Many, Jefferson wrote for the well-being of all members of 
society. What Jefferson advocated, or fought for, was the benefit of all people. Many of 
his ideas showed such a characteristic. 
One of his basic, "self-evident" beliefs, as described in a letter to James Madison, 
was that each generation should have the freedom to build up their own ideal society. 
They should not be restrained by anything established by their ancestors: "I set out on 
this ground, which I suppose to be self-evident, 'that the earth belongs in usufruct to 
the living': that the dead have neither powers nor rights over it." To Jefferson, such a 
principle applied to the whole society, not to any specific part of society, not even the 
Few. In the same place, he wrote, "What is true of every member of the society 
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individually, is true of them all collectively, since the rights of the whole can be no 
more than the sum of the rights of individuals."^'" This reflected Jefferson's belief in 
the equality of all men. This was a belief to which he remained faithful. Because of 
such belief, whatever he advocated was for the good of the whole society. No one 
enjoyed privilege in Jefferson's ideal world. 
On Human Nature 
One important factor that accounts for the difference between Manning's and 
Jefferson's visions of society is their different views on human nature. In Manning's 
opinion, the negative side of human nature caused the division in society. According to 
Jefferson, the goodness of human nature was the foundation of his belief that all men 
were equal and therefore everyone should have an equal place in society. Manning did 
not deny that there was good in human nature, for he believed that there must be some 
who came from the order of the Few who supported free government sincerely. He 
also believed that a government formed by the men of society could uphold justice. 
Nonetheless, in his writings he focused more on the weaknesses of human nature. The 
conflicts between the Few and the Many, according to Manning, are caused by a 
“sense of superiority," "pride and ostentation," "contempt," and a "jealous and envious 
eye." Irrational sentiments predominated and self became the most important: 
Men are born and grow up in this world with a vast variety of 
capacities, strengths, and abilities both of body and mind, and have 
strongly implanted in them numerous passions and lusts continually 
urging them to acts of fraud, violence, and injustice towards each 
other. Although they have implanted in them a sense of right and 
wrong (so that if they would always follow the dictates of their 
consciences and do as they would be done by, they would need no 
other law or government), yet as they are sentenced by the just 
decrees of heaven to hard labor for a living in this world, and have so 
strongly implanted in them a desire of self-support, self-defense, 
•  self-love, self-conceit, and self-aggrandizement that it engrosses all 
their care and attention 一 so that they can see nothing beyond self. 
Jefferson to Samuel Kercheval, 12 July 1816’ in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p. 1400. 
Jefferson to James Madison, 6 September 1789, in ibid., pp.959-960. 
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For self (as once described by a divine) is like an object placed 
before the eye that hinders the sight of every thing beyond."'^ 
Manning did believe there was innate morality within all people. If all people 
could "follow the dictates of their consciences," "they would need no other law or 
government." Unfortunately the importance of "se l f blocked a man from seeing the 
rights and interests of others. Greed resulted: 
it is a solemn truth that the higher a person is raised in stations of 
honor, power, and trust the greater are his temptations to do wrong 
and gratify those selfish principles. Give a man honor and he wants 
more. Give him power and he wants more. Give him money and he 
wants more. In short, he is never easy but the more he has the more 
he wants.214 
While Manning focused on the negative characteristics of human beings, 
Jefferson was optimistic about people. Jefferson was the one who had the greatest 
confidence in the masses among the Founding Fathers."''^ Richard Matthews, in his 
book The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, analyses Jefferson's view of human 
nature, which he deduces from Jefferson's discussion about Indians and Blacks. 
Matthews wrote, 
Jefferson holds six interrelated postulates concerning human nature: 
(a) man is largely a creature of his environment; (b) he has an innate 
moral sense; (c) this moral sense is what makes all men equal; (d) 
man is naturally sociable; (e) his nature evolves; and (f) evolution 
can lead to human progress and perfectibility.""^ 
Among these six postulates, the second one is noteworthy since it is the foundation of 
Jefferson's optimism about human nature. 
According to Jefferson man cannot live alone. He must have interaction with 
others. In society, order can be attained precisely because all men are endowed with an 
innate moral sense. In a letter to Peter Carr, Jefferson wrote, "Man was destined for 
society. His morality therefore was to be formed to this object. He was endowed with a 
sense of right & wrong merely relative to this. This sense is as much a part of his nature 
Manning, “The Key of Liberty," pp. 128-129, 136. 
Ibid., p. 129. 
21�See Matthews, The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, Chapter 6’ especially pp. 100-110’ for a comparison about the views 
on human nature between Thomas Jefferson, James Madison and Alexander Hamilton 
See ibid., p.53. 
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as the sense of hearing, seeing, feeling.”�'？ Jefferson's optimism about people was 
based on his belief in this natural endowment. 
According to Matthews, Jefferson's postulate that man has an innate moral sense 
is manifested in his analysis of Indian society. Jefferson observed that American 
Indians lived in a society without a system of government. "The principles of their 
society forbidding all compulsion, they are to be led to duty and to enterprize by 
personal influence and persuasion." The simple society did not need any overt force. 
In explaining the separation of the Indians into many little societies, Jefferson wrote 
this practice results from the circumstance of their having never 
submitted themselves to any laws, any coercive power, any shadow 
of government. Their only controuls are their manners, and that 
moral sense of right and wrong, which like the sense of tasting and 
feeling, in every man makes a part of his nature •加 
It was clear that Jefferson's explanation for the order of Indian society was the "moral 
sense of right and wrong" possessed by the Indians. Thanks to his belief that human 
beings possessed this innate moral sense, Jefferson was confident that social order 
could be preserved even without government. As Matthews phrased it, 
The Indians can regulate themselves without the interference of 
traditional governments because they are moral agents who, in 
addition to using their moral sense, are receptive to community 
pressures - for example, loss of esteem, expulsion, and, in extreme 
cases，execution, carried out by the person who has been damaged.�… 
Government as Unnecessary versus the Absolute Necessity of Civil Government 
Due to their different attitudes about human nature, Jefferson's ideal form of 
government differed considerably from Manning's. Thanks to his confidence in the 
innate moral sense of humans, based on his observation of Indian society, Jefferson 
even believed in the possibility of society without government. In such a society the 
joy would be greater than in those societies subjected to the control of governments. 
Jefferson wrote, “I am convinced that those societies (as the Indians) which live 
；I' Jefferson to Peter Carr, 10 August 1787’ in Petterson, ed.，Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, p.901 
- J e f f e r s o n , Notes on the State of Virginia, Query VI and Query XI’ in ibid., pp. 187’ 220. 
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without government enjoy in their general mass an infinitely greater degree of 
happiness than those who live under the European governments. Among the former, 
public opinion is in the place of law, & restrains morals as powerfully as laws ever did 
anywhere.，，22o Matthews therefore wrote, 
The American Indian, then, gives Jefferson a model of man prior to 
and removed from the forces of emerging commercial society. 
Whereas political theorists from Hobbes to Madison had based their 
political systems on a market model of man and consequently saw 
the need for a strong coercive power to hold these possessive 
individuals at bay, Jefferson witnesses the possibilities of having 
domestic tranquility without the aid of government.二丨 
Matthews' observation is correct. Yet Jefferson admitted that "great societies 
cannot exist without government. The Savages therefore break them into small 
o n e s . J e f f e r s o n acknowledged that it was impossible to have a modern society 
without government. "Having domestic tranquility without the aid of government" 
could only appear in a simple and small community like that of the Indians. A 
government should be formed. But obviously, Jefferson's notion of the ideal 
"government" was not the "strong coercive power" envisioned by Hobbes and 
Madison. Jefferson's "government" was to be constituted by those who had "virtue 
and talents" - the "natural aristocracy." What is "natural aristocracy"? In a letter to 
John Adams, Jefferson wrote, 
For I agree with you that there is a natural aristocracy among men. 
The grounds of this are virtue and talents. Formerly bodily powers 
gave place among the aristoi. But since the invention of gunpowder 
has armed the weak as well as the strong with missile death, bodily 
strength, like beauty, good humor, politeness and other 
accomplishments, has become but an auxiliary ground of distinction. 
There is also an artificial aristocracy founded on wealth and birth, 
without either virtue or talents; for with these it would belong to the 
first class. The natural aristocracy I consider as the most precious 
gift of nature for the instruction, the trusts, and government of 
society. And indeed it would have been inconsistent in creation to 
have formed man for the social state, and not to have provided virtue 
and wisdom enough to manage the concerns of the society. May we 
not even say that that form of government is the best which provides 
the most effectually for a pure selection of these natural aristoi into 
-J" Matthews, The Radical PolUics of Thomas Jefferson, p.62. 
JJ" Jefferson to Edward Carrington, 16 January 1 7 ^ , in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, p.88(). 
" ‘ M a t t h e w s , The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, p . M . 
比 Jefferson, Notes on the State of Virginia’ Query XI, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p.220. 
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the offices of government? The artificial aristocracy is a 
mischievous ingredient in government, and provision should be 
made to prevent it's ascendancy严 
A critical question, of course, was how to prevent the ascendancy of the "artificial 
aristocracy." Jefferson's solution showed his trust in the people. He thought that 
constitutions should "leave to the citizens the free election and separation of the aristoi 
from the pseudo-aristoi, of the wheat from the chaff." Jefferson continued, "In general 
they will elect the real good and wise. In some instances, wealth may corrupt, and birth 
blind them; but not in sufficient degree to endanger the society.""'* Those who 
governed should be men of virtue and talent and the masses should be entrusted to find 
out these men of "natural aristocracy" through election. Jefferson's "government" was 
not a "strong coercive power" for it allowed the participation of the masses. Such a 
great faith on the people was a unique characteristic of Jefferson. He even thought that 
those who engaged in politics and did not have faith in the goodness and ability of the 
people were "dishonest." In a casual conversation after a dinner, in which Jefferson 
had invited John Adams and Alexander Hamilton, Adams expressed the view that 
there were "defects and abuses" in the British constitution. Hamilton in turn argued 
that these "defects and abuses" were necessary for the government to be practicable. 
When Jefferson said Bacon, Newton and Locke were his "trinity of the three greatest 
men the world had ever produced," Hamilton, according to Jefferson's description, 
“paused for some time: 'the greatest man,' said he, 'that ever lived, was Julius 
Caesar.，，，Jefferson then wrote, "Mr. Adams was honest as a politician, as well as a 
man; Hamilton honest as a man, but, as a politician, believing in the necessity of either 
force or corruption to govern men.""'' 
Therefore, we can say that Jefferson's notion of the ideal government was a true 
；;'JefTerson to John Adams, 28 October 1813, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, pp. 1305-1306. 
Jefferson to John Adams, 28 October 1813, in ibid., p. 1306. 
Jefferson to Dr. Benjamin Rush, 16 January 1811, in ibid., pp. 1235-1236. This conversation in the dinner with John Adams and 
Alexander Hamilton must have impressed Jefferson much. He also recorded it in The Anas. Jefferson, The Anas, in idem, p.()71. 
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"democracy" s ince he trusted the people , he trusted human nature and he trusted the 
peop le ' s innate moral sense. It is therefore not surprising that he penned the f o l l o w i n g 
words: 
Independence can be trusted nowhere but with the people in mass . 
They are inherently independent of all but moral l a w严 
Every man, and every body of m e n on earth, p o s s e s s e s the right of 
se l f -government: they receive it with their be ing from the hand of 
nature 尸 7 
Manning ' s notion of the "government" w a s s o m e w h a t different. B e l i e v i n g that it 
w a s the w e a k n e s s e s of human nature that prevailed, Manning argued for the "absolute 
necessity of civil government": 
From these natural disposi t ions of mankind arise not only the 
advantages but the absolute necess i ty of civil government . Without 
it, mankind w o u l d be continually at war on their o w n spec ies , 
steal ing and robbing, f ight ing with, and ki l l ing one another. This all 
nations on earth have been conv inced of and have establ ished it in 
s o m e form or other; and their so le aim in do ing it is their safety and 
happiness. 
Manning had a clear concept about the "end" of government . His concept w a s 
inf luenced by both the Lockean vers ion of government and the Jeffersonian vers ion. In 
one place Manning stated, "The sole bus iness of government is to keep the peace and 
secure the protection, safety, and happiness of individuals in this l i fe . N o government 
can be free where the rights and liberties of c o n s c i e n c e are abridged." This formulat ion 
clearly o w e d a debt to the "life, liberty & the pursuit o f happiness" of Je f ferson ' s 
Declaration of Independence. Several paragraphs later, in the same article, Manning 
stated，"The so le end of government is the protection of the l i fe , liberty, and property 
of i n d i v i d u a l s . ，， 2 2 8 This formulation, no doubt o w e d m u c h to L o c k e . " ' The g o o d n e s s of 
a government w a s measured by the happiness of the peop le ruled. Such happiness w a s 
w e i g h e d by both physical and psycho log ica l standards: 
"J" Jefferson to Judge Spencer Roane, 6 September 1819, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson : Writings, p. 1426. 
227 "Jefferson's Opinion on the Constitutionality of ihe Residence Bill, 1790," in Boyd, ed., The Papers of Thomas.Jefferson, Vol. 
17, p. 195. ‘ ‘ 
浏 Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 129-131. 
John Locke, The Second Treatise of Government, in Two Treatises of Government, Peter LasleU’ ed. (Cambridge- Cambridge 
University Press, 1967), Chapter IX, 123, p.368. 
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That government is the most free that causes the greatest sum or 
degree of individual happiness in this world with the least national 
expense. The happiness of a person consisteth in eating and drinking 
and enjoying the good of his own labors, and feeling that his life and 
liberties (both civil and religious) and his property are all safe and 
secure; and not in the abundance he possesseth, nor in expensive and 
national grandeur, which have a tendency to make other men 
miserable. 
A government should provide an environment such that those being ruled could 
enjoy the greatest individual happiness both physically and psychologically without 
the disturbance of government in the excuse of national cause. On this basis, Manning 
suggested that the amount of tax should be kept as small as possible: "Economy in 
expenditures ought to be the first principle of a free government. The people ought to 
support just so many with labor as is necessary for the public good and no more, and 
ought to pay them so much salary and fees as would command sufficient abilities and 
no more." Also, all taxes should be "laid equally according to the property each one 
has and the advantage he receives from government, and collected in the easiest and 
least expensive manner." "The poor man's shilling ought to be as much the care of 
government as the rich man's pound and no more. Every person ought to have justice 
done to him freely and promptly, without delay." Manning believed that these were 
“the principles and objects for which all governments are or ought to be supported.，，现 
Though government was set up for the good of the people, it should have its own 
system to check the power of those who governed or people would suffer. Because 
society was bisected into the Few and the Many and inequality arose from such 
distinction, all governments should be built to uphold fairness in an unfair world. That 
is why Manning called government an "absolute necessity." Owing to the weaknesses 
of human nature, however, simply establishing civil governments could not right 
wrong. A republic could be ruined due to the self-interest of its citizens. In discussing 
the causes that ruined republics, Manning pointed out first "a conceived difference of 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p . l31 . 
l b id . , p . l 31 . 
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interest between those that labor for a living and those that get a living without bodily 
labor.，，232 Owing to such a "difference of interest" and the fact that the Few naturally 
had a better position in society, the Many were often oppressed by the Few. Republican 
governments therefore could not be sustained. 
Manning was aware that most government constitutions were written in idealistic 
words and that all members of society would be safe from any unjust means if the 
constitutions were fully observed. In reality, however, this was always not the case 一 
the elevated and beautiful words in constitutions all too frequently were not observed 
by the governing Few. In "Some Proposals," Manning advocated the use of paper 
money for he believed it would be good for the people. He was also aware that the Few 
would oppose this suggestion. Manning wrote, 
So that although it is not only implied but fully expressed in almost 
all the constitutions on the continent that all men are bom free and 
equal and have an equal right to defend their lives, liberties, and 
properties; and that government was instituted for the common good, 
not for the profit, honor, or private interest of any one man, family, 
or class of men; and that the desires and interests of the majority of 
the great body of the people ought to control in all matters of 
government; and also that a great part of these Few are under oath to 
support these constitutions; yet it being so contrary to their private 
interests, it cannot be expected that the Few will be forward for this 
plan, [the plan of paper money 
Written words in constitutions did not mean anything, nor could the 
representative system ensure that the interests of the Many would be protected. 
Manning pointed out that 
although it is the duty of every representative and elected officer to 
act for the true interests of a majority of his constituents and 
agreeable to the Constitution, yet the nature of mankind is such that 
the love of honor and reward and the fear of losing his office will 
generally make him favor the interests of those that have the greatest 
influence in his election or appointment. 
Elections even became a means for the Few to oppress the Many. The Few were aware 
of the importance of elections for them to keep their position in society. Therefore, 
"the Few have to muster all their craft and force in elections. They will all unite in 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 127. 
Manning, "Some Proposals ," p. 112. 
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extolling the greatness, goodness, and abilities of their candidate and in running down 
and blackening the characters and abilities of the candidates on the other side." In this 
respect, Manning offered a lively description that reveals much about the negative side 
of elections in his days. According to him, the candidates would appear before the 
electors in various ways: 
Some they will flatter by promising favors - such as being customers 
to them; or helping them out of debt or other difficulties; or helping 
them to a good bargain; or treating them; or trusting them; or lending 
them money; or even giving them a little if they will vote for such 
and such a man. Others they will threaten: If you don't vote for such 
and such a man - or if you do, etc. - you shall pay me what you owe 
me or I will sue you; or I will turn you out of my house, or off of my 
farm. I won't be your customer any longer. I will wager a guinea that 
you dare not vote for such a man, and if you do you shall have a 
bloody nose for i t ， 
Manning was aware of the forms of government that had existed historically, 
"such as despotic, monarchical, and aristocratical." The power in these forms of 
government was "in the hands of one or a Few to govern as they please." This was not 
"free government" because the governors were "masters and not servants." To 
Manning, the ideal form of civil government was a "free government." Defining a 
‘‘free government," Manning wrote, 
A free government is a government of laws made by the free consent 
of a majority of the whole people. But as it is impossible for a whole 
nation to meet and deliberate, so all their laws must be made by men 
chosen for that purpose; and the duty of all those men is to act and do 
in making laws just as all the people would, provided they were all 
together and equally knew what was for their own interests. 
Manning believed that "the formation and construction of laws" were important to the 
support of liberty and these laws, for the well being of the Many, should be made "as 
few, plain, comprehensive, and easy to be understood as possible." This was not the 
case in Manning's time. He charged that 
the Few spare no pains nor arts to have them as numerous, intricate, 
and hard to be understood as possible — so that no person can 
understand what is law or what not but by applying to a lawyer, or 
.‘ some judicial or executive officer. In this way, also, they add vastly 
to their numbers and employments. 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp.143, 153. 
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Free governments were usually destroyed by "the combinations of the judicial and 
executive powers in favor of the interests of the Few." They did it "by explaining and 
constructing away the true sense and meaning of the constitutions and laws, and so 
raise themselves above the legislative power and take the whole administration into 
their own hands and manage it according to their own wills and the interests of the 
Few." Manning therefore showed a great distrust of lawyers, maintaining that "from 
their professions and interest lawyers are the most dangerous to liberty and the least to 
be trusted of any profession whatever." "The greatest danger," according to Manning, 
"is from the judicial and executive departments of governments, especially from 
lawyers. These officers, all depending upon their fees and salaries for a living, are 
always interested in having money scarce and the people in distress. The scarcer the 
money, the lower the price of labor and produce; the greater the distress of the Many, 
the better for them."-^ 
In Manning's view, a free government should not be in the hands of the Few who 
governed as they pleased. A free government was "to be governed by known laws in 
which the whole nation had a voice in making by a full and fair representation, and in 
which all the officers in every department are (or ought to be) servants and not 
masters." Therefore, law is the sole promise of a real "free government." In discussing 
the form of a free government, it is not difficult to see that Manning agreed with the 
principle of "checks and balance." A government should be divided into legislature, 
executive and judiciary. Yet Manning was equally concerned to assure that laws were 
set up and observed appropriately by using such division of power. Manning agreed 
that the legislature should be divided into the Senate and House of Representative. 
This division was not only to "guard against each other's rashness and mistakes," as 
other contemporaries usually maintained, but also to "see that the laws [were] made 
讲 Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 130, 132, 137, 140-141. 
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plain and not needlessly." The business and duty of the executive power was "to 
execute all laws according to the orders and precepts he receive[d] from the other 
powers of government (without any reference to their being right or wrong in his 
opinion, for that would be legislating and judging, too)." The executive would be 
given veto power over the laws as "a further guard against unnecessary laws." 
Moreover, Manning thought, "the opinion of the judges may be called on in difficult 
matters." The function of the judicial power was "to hear and examine all complaints 
and breaches of the laws, and pass sentence; not on the law - whether it [was] good or 
not — but whether it [was] broken or not, and in every respect, and in every respect 
according to 
In fact, both Manning and Jefferson tried to provide ways to ensure that the 
interests of the masses could be well protected. Since their views on human nature 
were different, their means to attain such goal were also different. Manning, being 
aware of the vices of men, avoided entrusting the welfare of society into the hands of 
certain people. In his view, it was the weaknesses of human nature that caused the 
division of society and gave rise to the evils that might even corrupt the civil 
government. This observation in turn led to his belief in the necessity of establishing a 
well-constructed political institution in which laws were upheld firmly. 
On the contrary, the innate moral sense of human nature and the positive 
evolution of human nature provided the basis of Jefferson's confidence in the masses. 
Believing that the best way to ensure the security of the public interest was to let the 
people govern, Jefferson therefore suggested all possible means for the political 
participation of the masses. Jefferson advocated a political system of real democracy 
in which the people would govern themselves. 
Manning, “The Key of Liberty," pp.130, 132-133. 
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On the Constitution 
It is not difficult to see that Manning, believing that a sound governmental system 
was essential for the well-being of the masses, gave much thought to the form of the 
constitution of the United States. It seems that he tended to agree with the basic 
principles that were at the foundation of the 1787 Constitution. He commented, "The 
Federal Constitution by a fair construction is a good one principally." Yet being 
conscious of conflicts of interest in a bisected society, he could not help but express his 
doubts about the motives of those who helped to draft the Constitution, men who came 
mainly from the upper order of society, or the Few. Manning wrote, "But I have often 
wondered thai a convention of such wise men should spend four months in making 
such an inexplicit thing. For (as one said of it) it appears too much like a fiddle with but 
few strings, but so fixed as that the ruling majority may play any tune they please upon 
it,，237 
Jefferson believed in the people. He believed that each generation had the right to 
be free from the bounds set by their ancestors. On this issue, therefore, it is not 
surprising that Jefferson often displayed his open hostility to the Constitution of 1787. 
His belief that "the earth belongs always to the living generation" led him to conclude 
that it was impossible to make a "perpetual constitution." In a letter to Madison in 
1789, Jefferson wrote, 
On similar ground it may be proved that no society can make a 
perpetual constitution, or even a perpetual law. The earth belongs 
always to the living generation. They may manage it then, and what 
proceeds from it, as they please, during their usufruct. They are 
masters too of their own persons, and consequently may govern 
them as they please. But persons and property make the sum of the 
objects of government. The constitution and the laws of their 
predecessors extinguished them, in their natural course, with those 
whose will gave them being. This could preserve that being till it 
ceased to be itself, and no longer. Every constitution then, and every 
“ law，naturally expires at the end of 19. years. If it be enforced longer 
It IS an act of force and not of right严 ， 
；"Manning, "The Key of Liberty’’，p. 148. 
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Jefferson opposed treating any constitution "with sanctimonious reverence." In a 
letter to Samuel Kercheval in 1816, Jefferson wrote, 
I am certainly not an advocate for frequent and untried changes in 
laws and constitutions. I think moderate imperfections had better be 
borne with; because, when once known, we accommodate ourselves 
to them, and find practical means of correcting their ill effects. But I 
know also, that laws and institutions must go hand in hand with the 
progress of the human mind. As that becomes more developed, more 
enlightened, as new discoveries are made, new truths disclosed, and 
manners and opinions change with the change of circumstances, 
institutions must advance also, and keep pace with the times. We 
might as well require a man to wear still the coat which fitted him 
when a boy, as civilized society to remain ever under the regimen of 
their barbarous ancestors.�卯 
Jefferson held that each generation was "independent" and therefore should be given 
“a right to choose for itself the form of government it believe[d] most promotive of its 
own happiness." This "right to choose" was a "solemn opportunity" which "should be 
provided by constitution.，，• 
Jefferson resented the Constitution of 1787 because such a constitution, once 
adopted，was intended to require no change. This was contrary to his belief that "no 
society can make a perpetual constitution." This belief was so strong that he did not 
even think the power of repeal provided in the Constitution was sufficient to secure the 
right for subsequent generations to be free from ancestral establishments: 
It may be said that the succeeding generation exercising in fact the 
power of repeal, this leaves them as free as if the constitution or law 
had been expressly limited to 19. years only. In the first place, this 
objection admits the right, in proposing an equivalent. But the power 
of repeal is not an equivalent. It might be indeed if every form of 
government were so perfectly contrived that the will of the majority 
could always be obtained fairly and without impediment. But this is 
true of no form. The people cannot assemble themselves; their 
representation is unequal and vicious. Various checks are opposed to 
every legislative proposition. Factions get possession of the public 
councils. Bribery corrupts them. Personal interests lead them astray 
from the general interests of their constituents; and other 
impediments arise so as to prove to every practical man that a law of 
limited duration is much more manageable than one which needs a 
二 Jef ferson to Samuel Kercheval, 12 July 1816, in Petterson, ed., Thomas.Jefferson: Writings p 1401 
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The power of repeal was not satisfactory to Jefferson because the people might 
not be fully represented during the process of repeal. In addition, others factor such as 
factions, bribery and personal interests might obstruct the repeal of an unwanted law. 
Therefore, Jefferson thought that to completely ensure the right of each generation to 
choose their own way, laws of limited duration would be more practical and 
"manageable." Matthews cogently identified a central theme of Jefferson's ideas: 
‘‘Men must be allowed to make their own history consciously. But this history and the 
manner of creating it are themselves subject to human alteration. It is the right to create, 
rather than the creation itself, that must be valued above all.""'^' Throughout his whole 
life, Jefferson remained faithful and constant to this principle. In a letter to Du Pont de 
Nemours, Jefferson wrote, "we both consider the people as our children, and love them 
with parental affection. But you love them as infants whom you are afraid to trust 
without nurses; and 1 as adults whom I freely leave to s e l f - g o v e r n m e n t 严 3 H e did trust 
the people and wanted them to rule according to the interests of their own generations. 
In a letter written in 1819, when Jefferson was seventy-six years old, he revealed his 
opinion about the powers of each department of government, Jefferson added, 
But you intimate a wish that my opinion should be known on this 
subject. No, dear Sir, I withdraw from all contest of opinion, and 
resign everything cheerfully to the generation now in place. They are 
wiser than we were, and their successors will be wiser than they, 
from the progressive advance of sc ience， ， 
As an open-minded patrician, Jefferson believed that the people should be 
granted the right to choose their own representatives to govern. The source of 
government's power came from the masses. Jefferson further enlarged the right of the 
people by asserting that each generation should have the right to choose the form of 
government they thought appropriate. Manning did not go so far. He just wanted a 
Jefferson to J ames Madison, 6 September 1789’ in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings p 9 6 1 
\ - Mat thews, The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, p. 126. , 
二 j e f f e r s p m to P. S. Duponl de Nemours , 24 April 1816’ in Petterson, ed” Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p . l W ) 
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well-constructed political institution and the 1787 Constitution satisfied him. 
On the People, Property, and Labour 
"To let the people govern" was not a hollow slogan in Jefferson's mind. To realize 
such a notion, however, it was necessary that he answered the question, who were "the 
people，，？ "The people" is an important concept in the political realm. The term implies 
the masses who are ruled by the government and at the same time who are also the 
source of governmental power in modern political language. In American political 
theory, the term "the people" is closely related to the concept of "labour" and 
"property." Michael Kazin pointed out that "the people" embraced different meanings 
in the Founding Period. To the founders of the republic, they "seldom thought to define 
the term." "We the people" to them was "more incantation than description." To these 
Founding Fathers, those who actually ruled the nation "should be men like themselves, 
planters and merchants with enough independent wealth to govern impartially for the 
good of the citizenry." "Thus, 'the people' was the homogeneous bedrock of America, 
the foundation upon which ‘a natural aristocracy' of the talented and virtuous, guided 
by a Constitution designed to limit democratic participation, would erect a great and 
just nation.，’245 
Soon after the Revolution, plebeians understood "the people" to include those 
who made their living by their own labour. Kazin termed this conception 
"producerism" and explained, "Producerism was indeed an ethic, a moral conviction: 
it held that only those who created wealth in tangible, material ways (on and under the 
land，in workshops, on the sea) could be trusted to guard the nation's piety and 
liberties.，，24() 
"Producerism," the idea that only those who created wealth could be trusted to 
Kazin, The Populist Persuasion, p. 13. 
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safeguard the public good, can be found in both Manning's and Jefferson's ideas. 
Manning's understanding about "the people" was nearly equivalent to "the Many." To 
him, labour was an important aspect in society. His bisected society was based on the 
difference between those who must "labor for a living" and those who could "get one 
without laboring." His concept of property was also based on this: "it is absolutely 
necessary that a large majority of the world should labor or we could not subsist. For 
labor is the sole parent of all property." "Therefore no person can possess property 
without laboring, unless he gets it by force or craft, fraud or fortune, out of the earnings 
of others•”247 Manning was somehow influenced by the Lockean notion that property 
was closely related to labour，Therefore, in Manning's opinion, only labour created 
legitimate property and those who created property in this way were "the people," that 
is “the Many," using Manning's terminology, in society. The idea of "producerism" is 
evident when Manning urged this group of people to be politically conscious and 
active so as to safeguard the free government. 
In regard to the concept of property, Manning and Jefferson showed great 
difference. Jefferson's concept of property was rather free from the influence of Locke. 
In his view, the property right was "institutionalized" by society. It was the laws of 
society, rather than labour or natural right, that decided property ownership. He wrote 
in a letter to Madison, 
The portion occupied by an individual ceases to be his when himself 
ceases to be, and reverts to the society. If the society has formed no 
rules for the appropriation of its lands in severalty, it will be taken by 
the first occupants. These will generally be the wife and children of 
the decedent. If they have formed rules of appropriation, those rules 
may give it to the wife and children, or to some one of them, or to the 
legatee of the deceased. So they may give it to his creditor. But the 
child, the legatee or creditor takes it, not by any natural right, but by 
a law of the society of which they are members, and to which they 
are subject. Then no man can by natural right oblige the lands he 
.‘ occupied, or the persons who succeed him in that occupation, to the 
Kazin, The Populist Persuasion, p. 13. 
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paimenl of debts contracted by him. For if he could, he might during 
his own life, eat up the usufruct of the lands for several generations 
to come, and then the lands would belong to the dead, and not to the 
living, which would be reverse of our principle?” 
Matthews argued correctly that according to Jefferson's idea of property, 
Whenever a member of society dies, the control over the portion of 
land that he had a right to use while living reverts to society. 
Inheritance laws may be socially established. In the absence of such 
laws, appropriation goes to the first occupant, who, Jefferson 
assumes, will normally be a member of the deceased person's family. 
Jefferson's point is that positive law, not natural right, creates 
property rights. 
Matthews noted that in the opening of the Declaration of Independence, Jefferson did 
not identify the protection of "property" as one of the ends of government. Rather, he 
used the word "happiness." Jefferson therefore rejected the "traditional Lockean triad 
of 'life, liberty, and estate.'" The omission is significant. While Locke regarded 
property as a natural right and the accumulation of property the fulfillment of human 
endeavors, Jefferson viewed property only as an "institution created by society to help 
men gain 'life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.，，，2州 
Who were "the people"? Jefferson, unlike Manning, did not provide an answer to 
this question. He did not try to distinguish a portion of the members of society and 
identify them as "the people." Instead, he tried to ensure that all members of society 
could participate in the political realm of the community and exert influence on the 
government. All members of society were "the people." They were all protected by the 
government and were the source of the government's power at the same time. More 
important to Jefferson's mind, was the notion that since property was an "institution 
created by society" to ensure people's happiness, the government had an obligation to 
create property for the people. 
In Jefferson's view, if the people were to govern themselves effectively, they 
must have economic independence as well as free institutions. As Matthews pointed 
Jefferson to James Madison, 6 September 1789’ in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson : Writings, pp.959-960. 
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out, there was a direct relationship between individual freedom, economic autonomy, 
and democratic community in Jefferson's worldview. Jefferson believed that a man's 
independence could be maintained as long as lands were available产丨 In a letter to John 
Adams, he pointed out one of the main features of the American way of living: 
Here every one may have land to labor for himself if he chuses; or, 
preferring the exercise of any other industry, may exact for it such 
compensation as not only to afford a comfortable subsistence, but 
wherewith to provide for a cessation from labor in old age. 
Economic independence could ensure the liberty of a man because it offered him 
alternatives. He could live according to his own will. He would then be "interested in 
the support of law and order" for the sake of preserving his own "property" or his 
"satisfactory situation." "And such men," Jefferson continued, "may safely and 
advantageously reserve to themselves a wholsome controul over their public 
affairs.，，252 Why was economic independence so important as a prerequisite for 
political participation? Jefferson wrote, "Dependance begets subservience and 
venality, suffocates the germ of virtue, and prepares fit tools for the designs of 
ambition."-" These words suggest that Jefferson did impose a "qualification" on the 
political participation of the masses - they must be economically independent or "have 
land to labor" for themselves. 
Nevertheless, it must be pointed out that Jefferson did not advocate a property 
qualification for political participation. According to Matthews, Jefferson's early draft 
of the proposed constitution for Virginia did contain wording that limited suffrage: 
All male persons of full age & sane mind having a freehold estate in 
(1/4 of an acre) of land in any town, or in (25) acres of land in the 
country, & all persons resident in the colony who shall have paid 
scot & lot to government the last (two years) shall have right to give 
their vote in the election of their respective representatives.''^ 
This passage, however, was elucidated and replaced by another passage: 
Every person of full age neither owning nor having owned (50) acres 
Matthews, The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, pp.31-32. 
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of land, shall be entitled to an appropriation of (50) acres or to so 
much as shall make up what he owns or has owned (50) acres in full 
and absolute dominion, and no other person shall be capable of 
taking an appropriation严 
It is clear that Jefferson wanted to ensure everyone the right to participate in 
government. Hence Matthews wrote, "In addition to economic freedom, the right to 
own property will simultaneously give every male the vote, and also political 
f r e e d o m 严 6 Once again, the idea of "producerism" is evident when Jefferson tried to 
ensure all members of society the possibility to own and work on their own properties 
and then promised them the right of political participation. 
Many historians have turned their attention to this aspect of Jefferson's thought. 
C. B. Macpherson wrote, 
With one's own small property one could not be made subservient. 
And small property was the great guarantee against government 
tyranny as well as against economic oppression. It was to secure 
individual liberty, and all the virtues that can flourish only with 
sturdy independence, that Jefferson wanted America to remain a 
country of small proprietors. 
This justification of property rests, in the last analysis, on the right to 
life at a more than animal level: freedom from coerced labour and 
arbitrary government are held to be part of what is meant by a fully 
human life. At the same time this justification is an assertion of the 
right to the means of labour: the whole point is that by working on 
his own land or other productive resources a man can be independent 
and uncoerced? 
Joyce Appleby pointed out the difference between Jefferson's political vision and his 
contemporaries': 
More than any other figure in his generation Jefferson integrated a 
program of economic development and a policy for nation-building 
into a radical moral theory. What emerges from his own writings is a 
fairly coherent description of the kind of economic base that would 
support a democratic republic. Believing that industrious, self-
reliant farmers made superior citizens, Jefferson advocated 
measures to increase the number of freeholders. 
Therefore, Jefferson initiated a fifty-acre qualification for voting in Virginia, proposed 
to give fifty acres to every landless white adult male, and intended to abolish 
primogeniture. All these policies aimed at diffusing property-holding. When most of 
"Third Draft by Jefferson “ in Boyd, ed., The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, Vol. 1, p.362. Jefferson f illed in the amounts in 
parentheses at a later time. 
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the elites believed in the inferiority of the poor due to their dependence on the will of 
the others, "Jefferson had charted a different course: use constitutional and statutory 
measures to make the poor independent. 
Of course, the prerequisite which allowed Jefferson to chart such a grand course 
was the abundant wilderness land. In fact, it was the wilderness of America that made 
Jefferson so confident that the Americans would not become the slaves of any 
institution or community. Based on his belief that America's wilderness could ensure 
its citizens' independence, Jefferson's vision of "labour," particularly labour on land, 
was unique. Jefferson's and Manning's views about labour were different. Manning's 
notion that "labor is the sole parent of all property" bore practical and realistic 
implications. Jefferson's vision was rather romantic, and somehow artistic. To 
Jefferson, labour on land was not only an honour, but also a delightful enjoyment. 
Matthews commented on Jefferson's vision, writing, "He wants every male to have his 
own piece of land, where he can meet the biological needs of his family and still have 
sufficient energy at the end of the day ‘to think.'" Matthews continued, 
Jefferson, then, does not advocate farming for the sake of farming: 
his idea of the good life is not a puritanical picture of endless toil on 
and with the earth from dawn to dusk, from womb to tomb, thereby 
leaving the farmer neither time nor energy to fall from grace. Instead, 
Jefferson seeks a pastoral ideal, a form of scientific farming in which 
the farmer can take advantage of all the arts of agriculture, where he 
can be free from the conditions of the wage laborer of Europe, and 
still have enough energy at the end of the day to cultivate his own 
private and public interests and concerns. Though this system will 
result in less wealth in America than in Europe, it will also provide 
"more freedom, more ease, and less misery.，，*') 
Therefore, according to Jefferson, society should ensure that everyone enjoyed 
property ownership (hence his fifty-acre suggestion) for it was a means to attain 
independence and happiness for each individual. The ultimate goal of labour was not 
Appleby, Liberalism and Republicanism in the Historical Imagination, pp.3()0-3()l. 
' ' ' 'Ma t thews，The Radical Politics of Thomas Jefferson, p.47. The quoted words are Irom a letter, Jefferson to Geismar b 
September 1785, in Koch and Peden, eds., The Life and Selected WrUings of Thomas Jefferson ’ p.379. “I am now of an age 
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bread and butter, rather it was individual realization and enjoyment. Only then could 
an individual be regarded as a member of "the people" in society and at the same time 
enjoy political rights. In this relation, Joyce Appleby wrote, 
Governments, Jefferson insisted, did not exist to protect property but 
rather to promote access to property or, more broadly speaking, 
opportunity. It was in deference to this distinction that he changed 
Locke's "life, liberty and property" to make the Declaration of 
Independence affirm the natural rights to "life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness.，，細 
From Manning's and Jefferson's interpretations of "the people," "labour," and 
"property," we can see that it was difficult to find common grounds shared by both the 
upper and lower orders of Americans in the Founding Period. As a member of the 
plebeian masses, Manning's concept of "labour" was rather pragmatic. He believed 
that labour created property. Only those who laboured for a living, the Many, were "the 
people" who were expected to be politically active so as to safeguard the free 
governments. Jefferson, a patrician who needed not to labour for a living, viewed 
"labour" from a broader perspective. The meaning of "labour" was more than about 
material satisfaction - it was for spiritual fulfillment also. "Property," according to 
Jefferson, was created by laws of society. It was important to the people for it 
determined the right of political participation. Governments should be responsible to 
create property for all the people to ensure the people's happiness. 
A Rational Citizen versus a Romantic Revolutionary 
"The people" in Manning's eyes were the oppressed Many while "the people" in 
Jefferson's mind should be happy citizens. Despite Manning's views, however, he did 
not suggest the Many redress their grievances through revolution. Jefferson, on the 
other hand, wanted citizens to be revolutionary forever. Manning was an obedient 
citizen. Jefferson was a romantic revolutionary. Again, Jefferson was unique among 
there is more f reedom, more ease, and less misery." 
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the Founding Fathers for he still kept the revolutionary spirit even after America had 
gained its independence from Britain. When the other founders, placing themselves 
above the ignorant masses, tried to institutionalize what they had gained from the 
Revolution and to prevent the gains from being destroyed by the lower order, Jefferson 
advocated the passing of the revolutionary spirit to the generations that followed. It is 
interesting that Manning, although discontented with the domination of the Few over 
the Many, opposed any drastic means taken by the Many to express their grievances. 
Regarding himself as a member of the lower order, he urged the masses to conform to 
the laws and observe their duties as citizens of society. According to Manning, free 
government should be supported by all people. It was a "duty," an obligation. Manning 
supported the right of a citizen to speak out as a kind of "rational" right for he did not 
only encourage the Many to speak out but also to listen. He advocated the "rational" 
redress or relief of grievances. Moreover, he wanted this kind of "rational" political 
environment to be handed down to the generations that followed. 
Manning's sense of the responsibility incumbent on a citizen was heavy. He 
wrote, “I always thought it my duty to search into and see for myself in all matters that 
concerned me as a member of society. And when the revolution began in America I 
was in the prime of life, and highly taken up with the ideas of liberty and a free 
government." This sense of citizenship firmly supported Manning's belief that a 
citizen owed duties to a free government and if these duties were not observed, the free 
government would be destroyed: 
it is not only the right but the duty of everyone to speak their minds 
freely on all laws and measures of government, and all men in office; 
and to point out the disadvantages they feel or fear from them. There 
is also a duty to listen to what others say, as well as what they feel or 
think themselves (for a majority must govern), and to attend closely 
,‘ and constantly on all elections, using their privileges in them and 
taking the greatest pains to find out the true characters and abilities 
of those for whom they vote. Let no private interest, connection, or 
Appleby, Liberalism and Republicanism in the Historical Imagination, p.304. 
1 3 1 
relation induce them to vote for those that are not true friends to a 
free government. Also, it is the duty of all to see that their children 
are well taught to read and write, and that all the above principles are 
initiated into them in their youths. It is from a neglect of these duties 
that free governments are destroyed."^' 
Manning detested the domination of the Few. He did not, however, consider that 
such domination could justify the Many in taking irrational means to redress their 
grievances. His advice to the Many was prudent and judicious: 
In short, vote no man into any office without the best satisfaction 
you can get that he is a true friend to liberty and a free government. 
Study the constitutions and your rights and liberties established in 
them. But above all keep from insurrections, riots, and rebellions 
and never oppose any of the constituted authorities by force. For this 
always gives advantage to the Few - and the Many always have the 
cost to pay. If good men are persecuted, fined, or imprisoned 
wrongfully, bear it patiently. Make a common cause of bearing such 
fines and make those being persecuted as comfortable as possible. 
Listen to grievances from every part and unite in remonstrating and 
petitioning for redress, knowing that there is no other way than that 
and in using our rights in elections to get relief. If we keep firm and 
united in this way, we shall soon see an alteration in every 
department of government. The Few will all feel as if they are acting 
in the presence of their constituents and will act as servants and not 
masters 严 
"Keep from insurrections, riots, and rebellions," he wrote, and "never oppose any of 
the constituted authorities by force." Rather he advised the people when oppressed to 
"bear it patiently ...using our rights in elections to get relief." These words were 
written，not by a man who held power in the government, but by one who identified 
himself as a member of the Many and held no position in government. What Manning 
suggested was a "rational" political environment. Given his views, it comes as no 
surprise that his response to Shays Rebellion was negative. He was not sympathetic to 
the riots. 
Shays Rebellion was an important event in the Founding Period. Manning's 
analysis of the origin of this event was unique. In discussing the Shays Affair in 
Massachusetts, he said that it was "a striking demonstration of the advantages of a free 
elective government and show[ed] how a people [might] run themselves into the 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp.125, 134. 
Ibid., p. 162. 
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greatest difficulties by inattention in elections, and how they [could] retrieve their 
circumstances by attending to them again." This observation was based on his belief 
that many towns had neglected to send representatives to the state legislature before 
the Shays Affair. Therefore there were no way to relieve the hardship of the Many and 
the Few were given the opportunity to press the Many hard. The affair was also "a 
striking demonstration of the madness and folly of rising up against a government of 
our own choice when we ha[d] constitutional means of redress in our own hands."''''^ 
Manning not only opposed any revolutionary activity against the established 
authority in theory, but also in practice. In the Shays Rebellion, he supported the use of 
a repressive policy towards the Massachusetts Regulation. According to a receipt in 
the Massachusetts Archives, Manning helped gather supplies for the army sent 
westward through Billerica in January 1787 to suppress the revolt. Merrill and Wilentz 
have observed that Manning "ended up tendering five days of assistance to 
'aristocratic' Bowdoin's army - nearly half as much time as he had actively served in 
the citizen's army of 1775." Was there any contradiction in Manning's words and his 
actions? On the one hand, he wrote to uphold the interests of the Many. On the other 
hand, he helped to suppress the revolution of the Many, which aimed at redressing 
their grievances. Again, Merrill's and Wilentz's explanation is worth repeating: "If he 
helped strike a blow against the Regulators, he did so not in order to attack the rights 
and interests of the Many but to establish them all the more firmly, and on an orderly 
constitutional footing." Manning wanted to prevent the fruit of the 1776 Revolution — 
the newly established popular government, from any destruction by the inconsiderate 
9(S4 masses. 
.‘ In the 'Constitution of the Laboring Society' he proposed, there was a covenant to 
2'’-�Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 164-166. 
Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," pp.25-26. See idem, pp.21-26 for a discussion 
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be signed by all members. The covenant stated: "And that we will always be ready to 
support the constituted authorities in the suppression of insurrections, rebellions, or 
invasions of the common enemies.，，之“爿 What makes William Manning so different from 
the other contemporary democrats is that he often "showed a willingness to accentuate 
the available means of democratic redress under the new revolutionary governments, 
even when other democratic currents led in more desperate directions.”之““ Manning 
supported the use of constitutional means to correct the government. In the covenant, 
the members also had to promise that "...we will take pains to inform ourselves as to 
the true principles and abilities of all those we vote for into any office in the 
government we live under, and that we will attend on all elections when we can, and 
put in a vote for those persons we think will serve the public best."" '^^  
Jefferson thought differently. He believed in his people. He believed that the 
public right should be valued above law and order. When most of the Founding Fathers 
were irritated by the Shays Rebellion and tried to consolidate the position of the Few 
through the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia, Jefferson showed his 
sympathy and understanding of the masses. In a letter to Edward Carrington on 16 
January 1787, Jefferson talked about "the tumults in America." He wrote, 
I am persuaded myself that the good sense of the people will always 
be found to be the army. They may be led astray for a moment, but 
will soon correct themselves. The people are the only censors of 
their governors: and even their errors will tend to keep these to the 
true principles of their institution. To punish these errors too 
severely would be to suppress the only safeguard of the public 
liberty. ... Cherish therefore the spirit of our people, and keep alive 
their attention. Do not be too severe upon their errors, but reclaim 
them by enlightening them. If once they become inattentive to the 
public affairs, you & I, & Congress & Assemblies, judges & 
governors shall all become w o l v e s . 僅 
This passage shows Jefferson's great faith in the people and the democratic nature of 
his political creed. The object to be checked and monitored should be the government, 
Manning, "The Key o\' Liberty," p. 170. 
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not the people. He admitted that the chaos caused by the rebellion was the people's 
"errors." Yet he felt it more important to "enlighten" the masses rather than to "be too 
severe upon" them. In the same letter, Jefferson suggested how to "enlighten" the 
masses: 
The way to prevent these irregular interpositions of the people is to 
give them full information of their affairs thro' the channel of the 
public papers, & to contrive that those papers should penetrate the 
whole mass of the people. The basis of our governments being the 
opinion of the people, the very first object should be to keep that 
right; and were it left to me to decide whether we should have a 
government without newspapers or newspapers without a 
government, I should not hesitate a moment to prefer the latter严 
On 30 January 1787, Jefferson told Madison that the Shays Rebellion "[did] not 
appear to threaten serious consequences." He acknowledged that those states had 
suffered "by the stoppage of the channels of their commerce" which "render[ed] 
money scarce, and [made] the people uneasy." Yet, Jefferson hoped that the rebellion 
would "provoke no severities from their governments." "[TJhose characters wherein 
fear predominates over hope may apprehend too much these instances of irregularity." 
Jefferson continued, "They may conclude too hastily that nature has formed man 
insusceptible of any other government but that of force, a conclusion not founded 
much in truth, nor experience." Jefferson said there were three forms of government: 
society "without government," society "under governments wherein the will of every 
one has a just influence" and society "under governments of force." The last one was 
"a government of wolves over sheep" while the first one was "inconsistent with any 
great degree of population." Jefferson preferred the second form since "[t]he mass of 
mankind under that enjoy [ed] a precious degree of liberty & happiness." He was aware 
that there were "evils" of such kind of government but he explained, 
It has its evils too: the principal of which is the turbulence to which it 
is subject. But weigh this against the oppressions of monarchy, and it 
. becomes nothing. ... Even this evil is productive of good. It prevents 
the degeneracy of government, and nourishes a general attention to 
the public affairs. I hold it that a little rebellion now and then is a 
Jefferson lo Edward Carrington’ 16 January 1787, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, p.880. 
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good thing, & as necessary in the political world as storms in the 
physical. Unsuccessful rebellions indeed generally establish the 
encroachments on the rights of the people which have produced 
them. An observation of this truth should render honest republican 
governors so mild in their punishment of rebellions, as not to 
discourage them too much. It is a medicine necessary for the sound 
health of government严 
At the end of the same year, Jefferson reaffirmed the value of rebellion in a letter to his 
friend, 
God forbid we should ever be 20 years without such a rebellion. The 
people cannot be all, & always, well informed. The part which is 
wrong will be discontented in proportion to the importance of the 
facts they misconceive. If they remain quiet under such 
misconceptions it is a lethargy, the forerunner of death to the public 
liberty. We have had 13. states independent 11. years. There has been 
one rebellion. That comes to one rebellion in a century & a half for 
each state. What country before ever existed a century & half 
without a rebellion? & what country can preserve it's liberties if 
their rulers are not warned from time to time that their people 
preserve the spirit of resistance? Let them take arms. The remedy is 
to set them right as to facts, pardon & pacify them. What signify a 
few lives lost in a century or two? The tree of liberty must be 
refreshed from time to time with the blood of patriots & tyrants. It is 
it's natural manure?丨 
If we say that the American Revolution exerted a great influence to Manning and 
Jefferson, we must also see that the plebeian and the patrician cherished the different 
aspects of the Revolution. Manning saw the importance of the free government 
established after 1776. He therefore opposed any irrational means from the masses to 
challenge such invaluable form of government. Jefferson, on the other hand, saw the 
significance of the revolutionary spirit revealed in 1776. He therefore wrote to 
advocate the preservation of the people's right lo revolt. The American Revolution 
was the starting point where Manning and Jefferson found their common identity, but 
their own different backgrounds hindered them from reaching an absolute consensus. 
Public Space for the Masses to Participate in the Republic 
Jefferson tried his best to preserve and implement the ideals of the American 
Revolution. He was a romantic revolutionary and wanted Americans to keep this spirit 
Jefferson lo James Madison, 30 January 1787’ in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, pp.881-882. 
1 3 6 
forever. At the same time, it must be pointed out that he was rational too. Though he 
recognized the value of revolution, the occurrence of it must incur chaos and "errors." 
What he really wanted to do was to "institutionalize" the spirit of the American 
Revolution. He valued the right of every member of society. "Where then is our 
republicanism to be found? Not in our constitution certainly, but merely in the spirit of 
our people." He summarized the basis of "republicanism": 
The true foundation of republican government is the equal right of 
every citizen, in his person and property, and in their management. 
Try by this, as a tally, every provision of our constitution, and see if 
it hangs directly on the will of the people. Reduce your legislature to 
a convenient number for full, but orderly discussion. Let every man 
who fights or pays, exercise his just and equal right in their 
election 广 7-
Though Jefferson was aware that it was impossible for everyone to participate 
directly in ruling the nation, he tried to ensure that there was public space for all the 
people to have a say in politics. Therefore, he suggested the establishment of "ward 
republics" at the local level: 
Divide the counties into wards of such size as that every citizen can 
attend，when called on, and act in person. Ascribe to them the 
government of their wards in all things relating to themselves 
exclusively. A justice, chosen by themselves, in each, a constable, a 
military company, a patrol, a school, the care of their own poor, their 
own portion of the public roads, the choice of one or more jurors to 
serve in some court, and the delivery, within their own wards, of 
their own votes for all elective officers of higher sphere, will relieve 
the county administration of nearly all its business, will have it better 
done, and by making every citizen an acting member of the 
government, and in the offices nearest and most interesting to him, 
will attach him by his strongest feelings to the independence of his 
country, and its republican constitution. The justices thus chosen by 
every ward, would constitute the county court, would do its judiciary 
business, direct roads and bridges, levy county and poor rates, and 
administer all the matters of common interest to the whole country. 
These wards, called townships in New England, are the vital 
principle of their governments, and have proved themselves the 
wisest invention ever devised by the wit of man for the perfect 
exercise of self-government, and for its preservation严 
Jefferson advocated a government designed in this way because he firmly 
believed that "the way to have a good and safe government, [was] not to trust it all to 
Z Jefferson to William Stephens Smilh, 13 November 1787’ in Petterson, ed., Thonms Jefferson: Writings p 911 
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one, but to divide it among the many, distributing to every one exactly the functions he 
[was] competent to." He believed that for a nation as geographically large as the 
United States, government should be organized in a pyramid: 
Let the national government be entrusted with the defence of the 
nation, and its foreign and federal relations; the State governments 
with the civil rights, laws, police, and administration of what 
concerns the State generally; the counties with the local concerns of 
the counties, and each ward direct the interests within itself. It is by 
dividing and subdividing these republics from the great national one 
down through all its subordinations, until it ends in the 
administration of every man's farm by himself; by placing under 
every one what his own eye may superintend, that all will be done 
for the best.-'' 
Such "a gradation of authorities" would constitute "truly a system of fundamental 
balances and checks for the government."-^'^ This gradation was also a must to 
implement the principle of democracy. Jefferson charged that the present 
representative institution was not so representative at all. The key problem was that the 
division of authorities was not small enough. In a division so large that few could 
attend to discuss questions, the people's voice would "be imperfectly, or falsely 
pronounced." The formation of ward divisions could be a remedy for this: 
The mayor of every ward, on a question like the present, would call 
his ward together, take the simple yea or nay of its members, convey 
these to the county court, who would hand on those of all its wards to 
the proper general authority; and the voice of the whole people 
would be thus fairly, fully, and peacefully expressed, discussed, and 
decided by the common reason of the s o c i e t y 严 
This form of government would ensure that every one was a real participant in the 
government of affairs and this would in turn prevent the rise of any dictator or despot: 
Where every man is a sharer in the direction of his ward-republic, or 
of some of the higher ones, and feels that he is a participator in the 
government of affairs, not merely at an election one day in the year, 
but every day; when there shall not be a man in the State who will 
not be a member of some one of its councils, great or small, he will 
let the heart be torn out of his body sooner than his power be wrested 
Jefferson to Joseph C. Cabell, 2 February 1816, in Petterson, cd.’ Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p. 1380. In the letter to Samuel 
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from him by a Caesar or a B o n a p a r t e ? 
Matthews described the spirit behind Jefferson's ward-republic accurately: 
"Obviously, to Jefferson, politics is not the activity of a noble few, but rather a noble 
activity in which every member of society will be involved, in order to earn the title 
‘citizen.，，，278 Hannah Arendt wrote, 
[Jefferson] knew, however dimly, that the Revolution, while it had 
given freedom to the people, had failed to provide a space where this 
freedom could be exercised. Only the representatives of the people, 
not the people themselves, had an opportunity to engage in those 
activities of "expressing, discussing and deciding" which in a 
positive sense are the activities of freedom严 
The proposal for this ward-republic was therefore intended to remedy such defect. It 
helped to provide a public space accessible to the masses, which would allow them to 
participate in politics and implement the true meaning of "republicanism." 
Manning also argued for the importance of providing a public space for the 
masses to participate in politics, but his motives for doing so were different from those 
of Jefferson. While Jefferson wanted to create such a space to institutionalize the 
revolutionary spirit, Manning wanted to create it as a means of dissipating the 
revolutionary impulse. Manning's proposal for the organization of a "Society of the 
Many or of Laborers" may be regarded as a proposal to create a public space for the 
lower order. Manning was confident that his society was "a constitutional, cheap, easy, 
and sure method of conveying necessary knowledge among the Many." The proposed 
organization was conceived by Manning as a remedy against the evils that destroyed 
free government，） 
The "Society of the Many or of Laborers" was to be a popular organization 
"composed of all the republicans and laborers in the United States" to help circulate all 
the "necessary knowledge" for the Many to take part in elections. Aware that the 
sources of information were dominated by and worked in the favour of the Few, 
Jeiferson lo Joseph C. Cabell, 2 February 1816, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p 1180 
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Manning charged that the "magazines and newspapers [could] not be read with 
confidence, nor the necessary knowledge obtained in elections." In his proposed 
organization, magazines would be published, circulated and read by the members. 
Through meetings at different levels, such as class, town, county, state and continental, 
true information could be circulated among the Many. Obviously, Manning's 
Labouring Society was not as "ambitious" as Jefferson's ward-republic. It was just an 
organization for circulating information and no more. Manning hoped that this 
organization could help the Many to be better informed and assist them in making the 
right decisions in elections. He believed that the proposed Labouring Society could 
prevent the outbreak of revolution: "if such a society had been formed twelve years 
ago, it would have prevented all the insurrections that have happened since the 
Revolution; and that it is the most sure, if not the only, way to prevent them in future." 
Also, 
If such a society were formed, all hurtful customs and fashions 
might be reformed, and many impositions of sundry orders of men 
guarded against. Also agriculture, manufactures, economy, and 
mdustry might be promoted - for it is for the want of such means of 
information that a great part of the studies and improvements of 
learned men and societies established for those purposes are entirely 
lost. 
According to Manning, such a society could gather together the members of the 
lower order. More important, he wanted to use the society to protect the interests of the 
masses in a legal fashion. That is why he believed that the formation of such society 
could prevent insurrections. Being aware that "the Few may denounce it as dangerous 
to government," Manning ensured that the society was "perfectly constitutional."''' 
Although in Manning's mind, the membership of such society should come mainly 
from the lower order, it did not mean that the society would advance the Many's 
interests at the expense of the Few's. It must be remembered that Manning supported a 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp. 159-160. 
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"rational" political environment. He observed that the Few had such a great advantage 
in society that it was the Many who needed to be united and protected. Such an 
organization allowed the Many to survive best in the existing political environment. 
Once again, Manning showed his nature as a rational citizen. 
His proposal for the Laboring Society sets Manning apart from his 
contemporaries. Merrill and Wilentz have viewed "The Key of Liberty" "as a blueprint 
for a New Model Party" - “a marked advance over what most other democrats had in 
mind at the time." To be sure, his proposal did not aim at constructing a modern sort of 
political party. Nonetheless, Manning's plan marked "a significant democratization of 
the concept." "It offered Manning's answer to the question that had long troubled 
democratic theorists: How can a government remain for long both free and 
democratic?"''-' 
Education and the Circulation of Information 
The public spaces suggested by Jefferson and Manning were intended to allow 
and encourage the participation of the people in the political realm. The quality of 
these people mattered. Both Manning and Jefferson saw the importance of education 
for the sound administration of republican government. Such importance rested on the 
fact that the people must possess independent minds in order to exercise their own 
judgement in all the political activities that a real republican governmenl required. 
Education was treated as the "foundation" for the preservation of freedom and 
happiness. It should therefore be accessible and extended to every one in society. 
Jefferson's confidence in the ability of the people to exercise their political rights in 
the. proposed ward-republic was based on the ground that public education would be 
provided at the same time. In fact, his education programme was closely related to his 
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ward republics. In a letter written in 1810, Jefferson told the governor of Virginia that 
he was engaged in "two great measures at heart, without which no republic can 
maintain itself - namely, general education and the creation of wards. On the one 
hand, he held that education was a must before anyone could exercise his political 
right in the republic-wards. On the other hand, Jefferson believed that the republic-
wards could provide a base for public e d u c a t i o n 严 
"Enlighten the people generally, and tyranny and oppressions of body and mind 
will vanish like evil spirits at the dawn of day." This was what Jefferson believed.'^' In 
a 1786 letter, Jefferson singled out education as the most important in his comments on 
the legal reforms that he helped to initiate in Virginia: "I think by far the most 
important bill in our whole code is that for the diffusion of knowledge among the 
people. No other sure foundation can be devised, for the preservation of freedom and 
happiness.，，286 To Jefferson, the diffusion of knowledge would help to provide equal 
opportunities in society for the ordinary people when competing against those whose 
statuses were based on wealth and birth. In a letter of his later years, Jefferson 
recollected, 
At the first session of our legislature after the Declaration of 
Independence, we passed a law abolishing entails. And this was 
followed by one abolishing the privilege of Primogeniture, and 
dividing the lands of intestates equally among all their children, or 
other representatives. These laws, drawn by myself, laid the axe to 
the root of Pseudo-aristocracy. And had another which I prepared 
been adopted by the legislature, our work would have been compleat. 
It was a Bill for the more general diffusion of learning. This 
proposed to divide every county into wards of 5. or 6. miles square, 
like your townships; to establish in each ward a free school for 
reading, writ ing and c o m m o n arithmetic; to provide for the annual 
selection of the best subjects from these schools lo select a certain 
number of the most promising subjects to be completed at an 
University, where all the useful sciences should be taught. Worth and 
genius would thus have been sought out from every condition of life, 
and completely prepared by education for defeating the competition 
J ' ' Merrill and Wilentz, "Will iam Manning and the Invention of Amer ican Poli t ics," pp .69-70. 
2 拟 Jef ferson to John Tyler, 26 May 1810, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: WrUings, p. 1226; Jef ferson to Joseph C. Cabell , 
February 1816, in idem, p. 1379. ’ 
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of wealth and birth for public trusts."^^ 
Manning also saw the importance of education. He wrote, "Learning and 
knowledge is essential to the preservation of liberty; and unless we have more of it 
among us, we cannot support our liberties long." He charged that the Few manipulated 
education so that they could gain control of the government. Based on "the ignorance 
and superstition of, or the want of knowledge among, the Many," the Few established 
their own autocratic rule. Manning believed that the Many were deliberately trained to 
respect the Few and therefore the Few could run the government according to their 
own wills without any opposition from the Many: 
A people or nation being thus trained up from their youths to habits, 
customs, and manners directly contrary to those necessary in a free 
government, they are not easily changed. Consequently, whenever 
revolutions are brought about and free governments established, it is 
done by the influence of a few leading men, who after they have 
obtained their object can never receive compensation and honors 
enough from the people for their services. And the people — being 
brought up from their youths to reverence and respect such men - go 
on in the old way, neglecting to see for themselves. 
It was believed that these were "the principal grounds on which the Few work to 
destroy free governments." More than that, the Few sought to establish an educational 
system that diminished the opportunities of the Many to learn, 
As learning and knowledge among the Many is the only support of 
liberty, so no pain is spared by the Few to suppress it 一 though they 
s，om attempt it in an open and direct way. Instead of promoting 
cheap schools and woman schools for children to read and write 
while they are so young as to be spared from labor, they are 
continually crying up the great advantages of cosily colleges, 
national academies, and grammar schools. Although many of these 
may be necessary in a free government, yet as they are generally 
improved, they greatly promote the views and interests of the Few 
by bringing up a numerous and needless set of youth to live without 
labor; and they make numerous places for them with high salaries 
and fees (when the learning necessary for the Many to have might be 
better promoted with half the cos t s ) .� ' 
Jefferson's positive belief in the people was based on the criteria that people 
gained enough information for their decision-making and education was provided for 
them. “[W]henever the people are well-informed," he wrote, "they can be trusted with 
Jef ferson to John Adams , 28 October 1813，in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, pp 1 1 0 7 - n 0 8 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," pp.125, 138-140. ‘ 
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their own government; that, whenever things get so far wrong as to attract their notice, 
they may be relied on to set them to rights."'^'^ Manning would certainly have agreed 
with this. He charged that another way for the Few to dominate society was to control 
the circulation of information: 
The Few first unite all their orders in societies and conventions, and 
establish secret correspondences so that they may act in concert with 
each other. In all measures they then seek to deceive the people and 
promote their own schemes, aiming principally at the enlargement of 
their numbers, fees, and salaries, which oppresses and destroys the 
rights and liberties of the Many严 
In order "to deceive the people," the Few even sought to deny too the Many the basic 
human rights which a civilized society should grant: 
As a knowledge of the laws, of the characters, abilities, and doings 
of all men in office, and a knowledge of each other's sentiments and 
circumstances, so that they might unite in elections, is absolutely 
necessary to the support of liberty; and as this knowledge cannot be 
obtained but by the liberty of speech, and of the press, and of 
associations, and by correspondence with each other: so no pains nor 
arts are spared by the Few to frighten and drive or flatter and deceive 
the people out of the use and improvement of these all-important 
rights and privileges. Whenever they can obtain this, the day is theirs. 
When a people become so negligent and careless as not to improve 
these privileges, or so cowardly as to give them up, they are just fit 
for slaves. 
The Many were easily deceived by the Few. They allowed the Few to continue to 
control the government because the Few were "continually crying up the goodness of 
the times" and made the Many feel them to be "the best times for their interest that ever 
they enjoyed." To counter this pernicious influence, Manning proposed to publish 
magazines to help inform the public. Through the circulation of information, he hoped 
that "there always would be a large majority that would read, see, think, and act in 
elections for their true interests, and would zealously support a free government so 
long as self-interest governs men.""'^' 
Both Manning and Jefferson suggested public spaces to encourage the people to 
participate in political activities. Both Manning and Jefferson valued education much. 
2 糾 Jefferson to Richard Price, 8 January 1789, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings n 9飞 S 
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Both Manning and Jefferson advocated the free circulation of information. From these 
we find the common ground where the plebeian and the patrician shared with each 
other - both of them realized the importance of the "republican government" (in 
Jefferson's words) or the "free government" (in Manning's words) and therefore 
suggested every means to preserve it. The public spaces were suggested to create ways 
for political participation of the masses. Education was valued for its importance in 
fostering independent minds of the people. Free circulation of information was 
advocated to ensure the just results in every election. It was from the free institution 
which was established after the 1776 Revolution that Manning and Jefferson found the 
American national identity. 
The Uniqueness of America and Americans - American Identity 
In examining the ideas of Manning and Jefferson, one important thing should be 
noticed. Both Manning and Jefferson were figures of the Founding Period. The United 
States was so young then that they saw plenty room for improvements but also almost 
limitless opportunities. They wrote to point out the insufficiencies of the existing 
society，and to suggest remedies for those insufficiencies. At the same time, their sense 
of identity with the United States was immense. Both of them shared the belief that the 
"uniqueness" of America and Americans was founded on the real freedom which the 
wilderness of the continent and the unique form of government provided. Manning 
therefore wrote, 
In the foregoing remarks I have often mentioned the ignorance and 
want of knowledge among the Many. But I would not be understood 
as thinking that we are more ignorant than other people and nations 
are. On the contrary, I believe we are the most knowing and the best 
acquainted with the true principles of liberty and a free government 
‘‘ of any people on earth. Our fathers fled here for the sake of liberty, 
and we have been brought up in the enjoyment of it from our youths! 
We are on an equality as to property to what they are in the old 
Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 123, 155. 
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countries, and we are as free from superstitions and bigotry as any 
nation. 
In proposing the establishment of the “Society of the Many or of Laborers," Manning 
hoped that it would also become a good example, a model for the world: "Such a 
society, well established, would convince the world that America can and will be free, 
and that Americans know how to support their liberties as well as to gain them. It could 
also become a model for all other republics to pattern after."''" 
Similar paeans to the "uniqueness" of the United States can also be found in 
Jefferson's writings: 
before the establishment of the American states, nothing was known 
to History but the Man of the old world, crouded within limits either 
small or overcharged, and steeped in the vices which that situation 
generates. A government adapted to such men would be one thing; 
but a very different one that for the Man of these states. Here every 
one may have land to labor for himself if he chuses; or, preferring the 
exercise of any other industry, may exact for it such compensation as 
not only to afford a comfortable subsistence, but wherewith to 
provide for a cessation from labor in old age. Every one, by his 
property, or by his satisfactory situation, is interested in the'support 
of law and order. And such men may safely and advantageously 
reserve to themselves a wholsome controul over their public affairs, 
and a degree of freedom, which in the hands of the Canaille of the 
cities of Europe, would be instantly perverted to the demolition and 
destruction of every thing public and private.�似 
Based on his own experience, Jefferson compared Europe and the United States. 
When talking about the situation in Europe, Jefferson gave an account of what he saw 
when he was in Paris. In Europe, according to Jefferson, "Conjugal love having no 
existence among them, domestic happiness, of which that is the basis, is utterly 
unknown." In the knowledge of science, though the "literati" of Europe was "half a 
dozen years before us," “the mass of people [in Europe was] two centuries behind 
ours.，，Jefferson did recognize the merit of European culture in the realm of "polite 
manners.，，Jefferson wrote, “I would wish my countrymen to adopt just so much of 
European politeness, as to be ready to make all those little sacrifices of self, which 
really render European manners amiable, and relieve society from the disagreeable 
Manning, "The Key of" Liberty," pp. 156-157, 163. 
Jefferson to John Adams, 28 October 1813, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, p. 1309. 
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scenes to which rudeness often subjects it.，,?听 
Jefferson was proud of America, proud of what Americans had achieved. In a 
letter to John Adams written in February 1796, Jefferson wrote, 
Never was a finer canvas presented to work on than our countrymen. 
All of them engaged in agriculture or the pursuits of honest industry, 
independent in their circumstances, enlightened as to their rights, 
and firm in their habits of order and obedience to the laws. This I 
hope will be the age of experiments in government, and that their 
basis will be founded on principles of honesty, not of mere force. We 
have seen no instance of this since the days of the Roman republic, 
nor do we read of any before that. Either force or corruption has been 
the principle of every modern government, unless the Dutch perhaps 
be excepted, and I am not well enough informed to except them 
a b s o l u t e l y . 2 % ^ 
No matter how different Manning's and Jefferson's ideas were, it is obvious that 
both of them appreciated their nation much. Although Manning offered many 
criticisms of his society, he tried his best to suggest remedies. Despite all the identified 
insufficiencies, the United States in the opinion of Manning was still the best amongst 
the nations. Jefferson was not as discontent as Manning, yet he too saw flaws in his 
nation, and tried to make it perfect. Both of them were confident that the United States 
could be a model for the world. It is this "American identity" that links the plebeian 
and the patrician together. 
= J e f f e r s o n to Charles Bellini, 30 September 1785, in Petterson, ed., Thomas Jefferson: Writings, pp.833-8飞4 
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Vl^ j^ilogue 一 Conflict and Consensus in the Founding 
The process of founding the United States as a nation is unique in modern history. 
The outbreak of the 1776 Revolution was not motivated by nationalism. The thirteen 
colonies rose up against the oppressive policies of their mother country rather than for 
national independence from foreign rule. Most of the population in North America at 
the time was British in origin. This fact, however, did not lead the people of North 
America to the desire to unite themselves into one nation. Rather, the different 
backgrounds of these colonies hindered the breeding of any "national" feeling among 
the people. Even on the eve of the 1776 Revolution, a sense of loyalty to Britain was 
great among Americans严 The colonies were sensitive to the fact that their self-
governing rights were infringed by England. Thus they rebelled for their "unalienable 
rights，，，to use the words of the Declaration of Independence. This was their only aim. 
That is why during the Revolution, the Articles of Confederation were drafted as a 
“contract” for the union of the thirteen states rather than as a constitution for a unified 
nation. The colonies did not have any vision of being one nation. The following words 
can best describe the peculiar situation of the states in 1776: 
they had no common history, no shared understanding of social 
？ythorit义 or of divine intentions. The regions that composed the 
[ n i t e j States - New England, the Mid-Atlantic area，and the South 一 
had their own traditions, but these excluded outsiders and hence 
stood in the way of an integrative identity for the whole. Other 
countries had mindlessly acquired solidarity by living over time in 
！he same place, but Americans were strangers, if not actually 
invaders, m the land they occupied. They could draw no spiritual 
sustenance from having lived long in the land, and they had 
purposefully rooted out the one unifying force in their corporate 
lives - the sovereign presence of British rule.''^ 
Nonetheless, the 1776 Revolution was a starting point in the process of founding 
a nation. It laid down the seeds of American nationalism. Instead of basing the national 
idemity on the same race, language, custom or religion, American nationalism was 
二 二 n M. Murrin, "A Roof without Walls: The Dilemma of American National Identity" in Richard Beeman Stephen Botein 
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based on the ideals spread through the general participation in the Revolutionary War. 
It was the change of minds among the people that mattered. John Adams knew this 
well and explained it cogently when he clarified the meaning of "revolution." 
Revolution, according to Adams, did not mean war. War was just an "effect" or 
"consequence" of it. "The Revolution was in the Minds of the People," Adams wrote, 
“and this was effected, from 1760 to 1775，in the course of fifteen Years before a drop 
of blood was drawn at Lexington." It was in fact a process in which "the public 
Opinion was enlightened and informed concerning the Authority of Parliament over 
the Colonies • 
Intellectual democracy was advanced by the general participation in the 
American Revolution and also stimulated by the development of pamphleteering. The 
mass circulation of literature led to the popularization of ideas.糊 The language used 
by the elites in mobilizing the whole society to take action - "independence," 
"freedom," "liberty," republic," "equality" — became the shared language of 
Americans. Thomas Jefferson was one of those elites who made use of this vocabulary 
to appeal to the masses. William Manning was among the social members who were 
mobilized by this language. Though these two persons did not meet each other during 
their lives, they shared the same ideals. 
To mobilize the whole society, the Revolution greatly expanded the "public 
space，，available to the free population. The people of the lower orders began "to use 
language self-consciously for political purposes.”训 In fact, the post-Revolutionary 
period witnessed the rise of the plebeian force. Immediately after the Revolution, 
“rural democrats" mobilized in committees and conventions with their own political 
without Walls: The Dilemma of American National Identity, “ pp.341-343. 
: J o h n Adams to Thomas Jefferson, 24 August 1815, in l i s t e r J. Cappon’ ed., The Adams-Jefferson Letters: The Complete 
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aspirations. "From the Chesapeake to northern New England, political leaders felt 
pressures from be low.，，搬 Such pressures led to the counteraction of those social elites. 
The adoption of the 1787 Constitution has long been interpreted as a political action 
taken by the elites to consolidate their position against the rise of public. 
Even if we do not accept the famous Beardian interpretation that the 1787 
Constitution was an economic document which aimed at protecting the interests of a 
specific class, we cannot deny that those who participated in the Philadelphia 
Convention were from the upper order. Their views were elitist.''" Hofstadter has 
pointed out that they were a privileged class who shared the "seventeenth-century 
English republicanism with its opposition to arbitrary rule and faith in popular 
sovereignty." The basic belief behind the framers of the Constitution was that "a 
human being was an atom of self-interest." There was "a distrust of the common man 
and democratic rule" among them. To them, liberty was linked to property rather than 
democracy. "Liberty" was the freedom from any chaos which would do harm to one's 
property. They wanted to preserve the property, and hence the liberty, which they 
believed was menaced by democracy. The elite believed that men without property 
lacked "the necessary stake in an orderly society to make stable or reliable citizens." 
Therefore, the political influence should be "proportionate to property.”擴 
Yet, the elite framers were somehow transcendent. They did not aim to 
consolidate their own interests by drafting a new constitution. Instead, their motive 
was to create a government "that would act as an honest broker among a variety of 
propertied interests, giving them all protection from their common enemies and 
preventing any one of them from becoming too powerful." The function of a 
the 丁 and forgotten battle lor the B.ll of Rights ” 丨 n The Ne. RepuMic, 
二Cjja r les A. Beard, An Economic Interpretation of the ConstUuUon of the United States (New York: Macmillan Company, 
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1 5 0 
government was to allow everyone to exercise their natural faculties and abilities to 
acquire property under legal limits. "Democracy, unchecked rule by the masses, is sure 
to bring arbitrary redistribution of property, destroying the very e s s e n c e o f liberty."^'" 
They tried to establish a new political order in which all people were allowed to 
acquire property for themselves within institutional restraints, including the framers 
themselves. 
Behind those framers' mind was the "Federalist conception of virtue" which was 
"fundamentally and irreversibly undemocratic." The elites believed that there was "a 
select group of men" who was disinterested and therefore could be counted on for the 
common good. The aim of the Federalists in 1787 was to "install institutional filters 
within the new federal plan" so as to bring the gentlemen to the government and at the 
same time "check the passions of unenlightened ordinary men." Yet, as Wilentz has 
observed, the Federalist v i s ion "was not a cynical cover for c lass rule": "it w a s a 
deeply held social and moral outlook, colored by classical republican assumptions 
about commonwealth and citizenship, and driven by genuinely idealistic fears of the 
dangers that self-interest posed to republican government.”慨 Manning must have 
observed that. Thus he agreed with the principle of the 1787 Constitution on the one 
hand, but expressed his doubts about the motives of the framers on the other."" 
The plebeians, being politically conscious, did try to counteract the domination of 
the elites. During the ratification of the 1787 Constitution, the members of the so-
called Anti-Federalists were not limited to those notables like George Mason or 
Richard Henry Lee. The "heart and soul" of this force was in fact constituted by "the 
poor and middling sort" included plebeian traders, working artisans and backcountry 
farmers. Their politics were deeply "egalitarian," and they finally won the insertion of 
Hofstadter，The American Political TradUion and the Men who Made il pp 1 1 - P 
J ; ；y丨丨entz’ "Th^e Power of the Powerless: The fierce and forgotten battle ibr ' the Bill of Rights," n 
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the Bill of Rights.彻 A social division between the plebeian and the elite characterized 
American society in the late eighteenth century and the two groups were somehow 
opposed to each other. 
The above description of the late eighteenth-century American political scene 
seems to be influenced by Manning's writings. He depicted the Founding Period as a 
time of struggle between two orders. Yet, history has never been as simple as we tend 
to think. The drafting and ratification of the 1787 Constitution was in fact a key 
moment in founding the United States as a nation. Historians may view this event in a 
negative way as an issue that divided Americans into the Federalists and the Anti-
Federalists. Looking back on the whole process, however, the 1787 Constitution 
should be understood in a positive sense in that it consolidated thirteen states into two 
groups. 
During the debate over the Constitution, not only the elites in the Philadelphia 
Convention, but also the masses took part in the discussion through state legislatures 
and newspapers. The inherited language of the American Revolution was used again, 
but this time in a more concrete way. The Americans had to test the practicability of 
these shared ideals by establishing a national government. There was dispute. But it 
was the extent of power that a central authority should possess, rather than the 
necessity of such authority that became the focal point of conflict. No matter how 
divided the opinions were, the main contribution of the Philadelphia Convention was 
the creation of a national government based upon republican principles. The extent of 
the government's powers might still be doubted, but the principles were accepted. The 
1787 Constitution created a form of authority that helped consolidate Jefferson's 
“republican government" or Manning's "free government" both in the people's minds 
and in language. It also laid down the base for national identity and even for American 
麗 Wilentz, "The Power of the Powerless: The fierce and lorgoUen battle for the Bill of Rights," p.32. 
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uniqueness.彻 
The 179()s was another key moment in the Founding Period. In this decade, the 
gulf between the ruling elite and the plebeian masses grew. The members of the upper 
order were still the leaders of society. Appleby has observed that national politics in 
the 179()s, immediately after the adoption of the Constitution, were "largely confined 
to the activities of office holders." Although there were conflicts and debates, it “did 
not undermine the consensus among leaders on the proper relationship between 
government and governed people." The style, the procedures, and the personnel of 
Washington's administration "largely fulfilled the hopes of those conservatives who 
had wanted to remove politics from popular influence and restore the august majesty 
of government.，，训 Hofstadter has specified the elitist nature of the authority in the 
Founding Period: 
The Founding Fathers were sages, scientists, men of broad 
cultivation, many of them apt in classical learning, who used their 
wide reading in history, politics, and law to solve the exigent 
prot^lem) of their time. No subsequent era in our history has 
produced so many men of knowledge among its political leaders as 
the age ot John Adams, John Dickinson, Benjamin Franklin 
jl^lexander Hamilton, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, George 
Mason, James Wilson, and George Wythe."‘ 
The Federalist political vision was fully revealed in Washington's administration. 
The elites in the administration believed in the "political superiority of the rich, the 
well-born, and the able few" and "the inadequacy of the ordinary many," though their 
experience in the American Revolution also made them believe in the freedom of 
self-government, autonomous men and an extended suffrage. Their basic belief was in 
‘‘the mobility of the meritorious." The government under the Federalists functioned 
“within the old assumptions about a politically active elite and a deferential, compliant 
electorate.，，Those elites who supported the Constitution and the Federalist 
； 二 y t i S ^ S ； : : : 二 ， - and the American nat.ona. .dent.ty, see Murnn , "A Koor wUhou, Walls: The 
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government wanted to remove power and influence from the public. Despite this, there 
was an interaction between the Federalist national government and the rise of popular 
power. It was precisely this political background that gave rise to the popular 
movement in the 1790s: 
Without a national government there would have been no center for 
that vigorous exercise of authority and display of elite superiority 
that so alarmed ordinary men. Without a national government there 
would not have been the nationwide elections which became 
referenda for the Whiskey Rebellion, Jay's Treaty, the rights of free 
association, the XYZ Affair and the Adams administration's 
sedition prosecutions. Without a national government there would 
not have been the rapid development of mail service, post roads, and 
newspapers that the Republicans used with such stunning success/^? 
The 1790s witnessed the rise of a popular movement in the United States. The 
new federal government under George Washington and Alexander Hamilton 
introduced great changes and stimulated equally great public discontent. Popular 
participation in politics burgeoned in this decade, with the formation of numerous 
political organizations, variously called democratic or republican societies. These 
associations became a widespread phenomenon, with at least one being formed in each 
state of the union. The active club members reached out to one another and established 
correspondence across state lines. The resolutions and proceedings of the different 
societies were published in each other's local newspaper, even in those of the rural 
areas.313 Plebeian political consciousness solidified in the 1790s. 
Therefore, American nationalism, though bred in the American Revolution and 
consolidated by the 1787 Constitution, did not create an absolute consensus 
atmosphere. The quarrels between the states and the conflicts between the orders 
continued. The writings of Manning fully revealed the latter. The uniqueness of the 
writings may amaze us but the actions of Manning should not. He was not the only 
plebeian who was politically conscious at that time. He can be regarded as a part of the 
Appleby, Capitalism and a New Social Order, pp.58-59, 71 76 
Ibid., pp.55-56. 
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plebeian current. In addition, Manning's basic understanding of democratic 
republicanism was widely shared, "well before the emergence of a formal Jeffersonian 
opposition - in the petitions and protests of plebeian Americans as well as in the 
writings of disaffected leaders like Madison and Jefferson.，，"^ " 
By comparing Manning's ideas with Jefferson's, we can see that their differences 
were rooted in regional differences and in social differences, though sometimes they 
came to similar conclusions. Manning and Jefferson did occupy a common ground on 
certain issues. Both supported the republican form of government, but their support 
was based on different assumptions. Both recognized the importance of public space 
and education for the masses, though they envisioned different means to attain these 
goals. Manning was eager to keep the free government for it ensured the ability of the 
Many to check the abuses of the Few through elections. New England Puritanism 
brought Manning to the conclusion that men could not be trusted and law should be the 
ultimate source of rule. Popularization of education and the establishment of 
Labouring Societies were the means to protect the interests of the Many. Jefferson was 
eager to keep the republican government for it was the form most able to ensure the 
participation of the masses in politics. Liberal education led Jefferson to an optimistic 
view of human nature. The people's political rights should also be unalienable and 
therefore ward-republics were advocated to maximize these rights. Popularization of 
education was to maintain the quality of democratic rule. 
Manning's writings, from "Some Proposals" to "The Key of Liberty" offer 
evidence of the progress of plebeian thinking. We can see that the plebeian more and 
more came to agree with the ideals advocated by the Revolutionary elites. The 
responses of the plebeian and the patrician to Hamilton's economic policies and Jay's 
Treaty were different. Manning regarded himself a representative of the lower order 
川 Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," p.7. 
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and tried to write in support of the interests of the Many. He opposed Hamilton's 
economic policies because they were unjust to the Many. He sympathized with the 
original certificate holders and the debtors. Witnessing the sufferings brought about by 
the insufficiency of hard money, he advocated the use of paper money to facilitate 
small trade among the Many and allow them to pay taxes and debts without difficulties. 
Manning's opposition spoke for the interests of the Many, and therefore was more 
"down to earth." 
Jefferson also opposed Hamilton's plan, but his opposition was not based on the 
ground that it was harmful to the interests of the Many. He saw the harm, to be sure, 
but this was not his primary concern. Moreover, his opposition to Hamilton's plan was 
not so immense in 1790, when he had just returned from France. It was not until he had 
served one to two years in the government that Jefferson saw the danger of Hamilton's 
clique, who brought those who cared only for their personal interests to a dominant 
position and corrupted the representative government. He even suspected Hamilton's 
clique of intriguing to introduce monarchy to the United States. Jefferson's opposition 
was for the protection of an ideal governmental system, which he valued highly and 
regarded as a good example for the world. 
Manning's "The Key of Liberty," his response to Jay's Treaty, showed that he had 
matured in his political thinking. His appreciation of the value of ‘‘free government" 
had increased and he was disappointed with the damage it did, and with the fact that it 
had been accomplished by the Few. This was the main theme of "The Key of Liberty." 
At this point he wrote for the protection of an ideal governmental system, which he 
also valued highly and regarded as a good example for the world. He opposed Jay's 
Treaty because the Few would by this treaty "keep money scarce, the price of labor 
1 5 6 
and produce low, and keep the Many under their control."^" The interests of the Many 
were still the primary object for Manning, but his opposition to Jay's Treaty was based 
on constitutional grounds, in which he stressed the significance of the whole 
legislature, the House of Representatives and the Senate, instead of the Executive and 
the Senate, in instituting laws for the United States. On this issue, Jefferson, though he 
did not write in detail about his opposition, also believed that the treaty was against the 
public interest. He also hoped that the House of Representatives could rectify the 
government's wrong. It is on this ground that we can see how the national identity 
formed by American Revolution and consolidated by the 1787 Constitution was 
shared by the whole society of the United States. In about a decade, the lower order 
had absorbed and enriched the ideals voiced by the upper order since 1776. 
The 1790s, therefore, was an important period in American history. The decade 
witnessed not only conflict between patricians and plebeians, but also consensus 
between them. Merrill and Wilentz have claimed that at the end of the 1790s, popular 
and elite opposition politics "unmistakably converged" to respond to "the need for an 
all-out popular movement to check the power of the moneyed interests." The national 
leadership of the emerging Democratic Republican party "embraced many of the 
plebeian democrats' key concerns.，遍 Jefferson was unique, for he was a patrician 
who was not amongst the Federalists. The plebeian force of the 179()s gave rise to the 
Republicans led by Jefferson. The Jeffersonian movement "turned the rationale for 
independence into a manifesto for government opposed to all social distinctions.""' 
The victory of Jefferson in the 1800 presidential election marked the triumph of this 
1790s popular movement. 
.‘After the fierce struggle between the Federalists and the Republicans in the 
厂 Manning, "The Key of Liberty," p. 156. 
Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics ’，p 76 
Appleby，WUhout Resolution: The Jeffersonian Tensions in American Nationalism, p.8. 
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election of 1800, Jefferson appealed to principles of republican government so as to 
cure the wounds brought about by the election - an election that turned the United 
States into a bitterly divided nation.^'^ In his First Inaugural Address, consensus was 
the main theme of his speech, 
All, too, will bear in mind this sacred principle, that though the will 
of the majority is in all cases to prevail, that will to be rightful must 
be reasonable; that the minority possess their equal rights, which 
equal law must protect, and to violate would be oppression. Let us, 
then, fellow-citizens, unite with one heart and one mind.川） 
If the victory of Jefferson meant the triumph of the 179()s popular movement, 
Jefferson himself wanted the year 1800 to be the starting point of a new age - an age in 
which the rights of all people, regardless of background and status, would be 
preciously preserved, by upholding the principle that majority rule protected minority 
rights. 
In the inaugural address, Jefferson depicted the United States as "a rising nation" 
with a promising future. To him, the nation possessed all the necessary blessings to 
make Americans "a happy and a prosperous people." A "wise and frugal Government" 
was needed "to close the circle of our felicities." This government should be a 
republican government for he believed this was "the strongest Government on earth." 
Though there were differences between the Federalists and the Republicans, the 
differences were differences in "opinion," not in "principle." Jefferson therefore 
claimed，"We have called by different names brethren of the same principle. We are all 
Republicans, we are all Federalists."'"" William Raymond Smith shrewdly observed 
that Jefferson did mean it when he made such claim "because all Americans were 
(lower case) republicans who had learned from history that republican government 
was the only reasonable form."^"' 
: W i l l i a m Raymond Smith, The Rhetoric of American Politics: A Study a/Documents (Connecticut: Clrcenwood Publishing 
Corporation, 1%9), p. 137. 
； l e i .细 s o n ’ First Inaugural Address, 4 March 1801, in Petterson, ed” Thonms Jefferson: Wrilings, pp.492-4()飞 
Ibici.’ pp.492-494. ‘ 
Smith, The Rhetoric of American Politics, p. 137. 
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The republican principle was the cornerstone of the national consensus. Jefferson 
called upon his people to preserve the principle. "Let us, then, with courage and 
confidence pursue our own Federal and Republican principles, our attachment to 
union and representative government.""^" Jefferson's first Inaugural Address earned 
him the title "the leader of the consensus."'-^ In fact, he tried to make his contribution 
in forging the national identity of America by reasserting the republican principle. 
All three editors of Manning's works have speculated that Manning might have 
been glad to see the victory of Jefferson in 1800. Morison wrote, "Manning was 
probably consoled by the election of his hero, Thomas Jefferson, to the presidency in 
18()1.，，324 Merrill and Wilenlz pointed out that Jefferson's victory in the election of 
18(X) "calmed widespread popular fears" about the domination of the Federalists. The 
terms of American politics were then moving towards "a decisively more democratic 
direction." The government had been opened up to "continual, legitimate, and 
peaceful appeals from below." "If this was not exactly what William Manning had in 
mind, we may easily imagine him reasonably pleased at the outcome.’，仍 
Jefferson called his victory "the revolution of 1800" — "for that was as real a 
revolution in the principles of our government as that of 1776 was in its form." ' ' ' It 
was true in a sense that American political culture changed immensely after the 1800 
election. Though it was still those slaveholders, merchants, bankers and lawyers of the 
Republican party who retained control of the federal government, "they maintained 
this control only so long as they consistently represented the interests of the Many 
against the Few."''"' Democracy became "a national voice" and the idea of limiting 
government "became firmly associated with egalitarian goals." Popular participation 
；；；滅erson，hirst Inaugural Address, 4 March 1801, in Petterson, ed., Thomas.Jefferson: Wrilmfis, pp 491-494 
；S m i t h , The Rhetoric of American PolUicx, pp. 133-142. “ 
以 Morison, cd., "William Manning's T h e Key of L ibber ly / " p.206. 
� Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and the Invention ol' American Politics," pp 7(>-77 
：^' Jeilerson to Judge Spcncer Roane, () September 1819, in Petterson, ed” Thontas Jefferson: Writings, p 1425 
- M e r r i l l and Wilenlz, "William Manning and the Invention of American Politics," p.76. 
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in politics actively worked to uphold the so-called "popular sovereignty." The triumph 
of such ideology was so enduring that "no politician would again think of defending 
the old order of an elite leadership and passive citizenry.，，鄉 This was the principle that 
Jefferson so eagerly upheld and treated as a part of national identity. 
It seems, however, that Manning was not entirely satisfied by the change. 
Manning kept writing for several years after 1800. He even tried to prepare a 
"drastically shortened" version of "The Key of Liberty" in which references to the 
Federalists' past abuses were eliminated. In this version, no fresh complaints were 
made about the Jeffersonians, "as if signaling his basic contentment with Jefferson's 
direction." Yet, the insistence on the publication of "The Key of Liberty" revealed that 
Manning believed his plan for further democratic reform was still necessary. Merrill 
and Wilentz do not appreciate Manning's efforts after 1800. They thought that 
Manning failed to "keep in touch with changing political realities" when the appeals 
Manning made in his writings were not suitable to the new era after 1800. "An abler 
talent might have thoroughly written the pamphlet, recasting the eternal struggle 
between the Few and the Many to take account of the new political conditions. But 
part of Manning's soul remained stuck in 1 7 9 9严 
Manning's insistence is right. "We are all Republicans, we are all Federalists." 
“But you come from the Few, and I am among the Many." Manning might reply in this 
way. He knew society too well and believed that "the great scuffle between the Few 
and the Many" must continue forever. Therefore, he believed it necessary to continue 
to fight for the forming of a "Labouring Society" and the publication of "The Key of 
Liberty.” Manning believed that the interests of the Many would not be fully 
guaranteed until his proposed reform was implemented. From Manning's political 
Appleby, CapUalism and a New Social Order, pp.4-5. 
Merrill and Wilentz, "William Manning and ihe Invention of American Politics," pp.77-78. 
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tracts，we see the consensus and conflict in the Founding Period. The former was based 
on a common appreciation of the political ideals spread in the 1776 Revolution, which 
laid the foundation for American nationalism. The latter was founded on the existence 
of social inequality, which perhaps can never be solved in the history of mankind. The 
value of Manning's work is that it "tells the truth" about history, introducing 
complexity to the picture of consensus constructed deliberately by the elites. I would 
not call Manning a "Jeffersonian." This is a brand too broad to apply to everyone. 
Manning might admire Jefferson, but their differences in thinking were so obvious that 
had Manning the opportunity to acquaint himself with Jefferson's thoughts, he 
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